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Executive Summary
Stakeholders from across the criminal justice system differ on how best to ease the financial and
human impacts of drug abuse on institutions and individAatéd such deliberations, cest
benefit analysesan providea valuable tol for informing drug polcy. To help guide discussions
about strategies for curbing dragme,the Montana Board of Crime Control (MBC{D)2016
contractedhe University of Montana Criminology Research Group to conduct ebeosfit
analysis oktaewidemultijurisdictional dug task forces funded by tielward Byrne Memorial

Justice Assistance Grant (JAG).

] MIDTF Counties FY11-FY15

At the coreof this analysidies one primary
qguestioni Wh fan&ncialcosts and benefits are
linked toJAG-funded multijurisdictional drug task
forces(MJDTF) in Montan& @ttempting to
answer that questianvolvedan examination of
dozens of numeric indicatqrisiterviews with task
force staff, and a review of hundreafsdocuments
Idertification of coss hingedon an exaination of
financialinputs.

The examinatiomf costswasconstructedirst upon annual reports compiled by MBCC detailing

JAG fundingand local contributions reported for grant purpo$és JAG program requires

participating agencies tmatch theJAG contribution in support of task force operatibgs30
percentBeyond local matching funddAG revenue can be used alongside a variety of other

revenue sources not typically recorded for Byrne Granpgaes. Othesources of MIDTF

revenue include contributions from tRecky Mountain High Intensity iig Trafficking Area

(HIDTA), agency labor contributiorisd e nt i f i ed h e,r adreasstcesfronathed f un di
Division of Criminal Investigation (DCI) Brcotics Bureau at the Montan&gartment of

Justice

Annual subgrant histories compiled by MBCfor the performance periaddicate that
participating law enforcement agencies receive@@omillion in JAG funding andhearly
$6.454million in local agency matching dollard/hen examined alongside other revenue
streans, such as HIDTA and hard fundibgyonddollarsaccounted for in JA@uarterly and
annualreporting,JAG support during the perimance period constituted nea8¥ percent of all
revenue.Throughouthis analysis sucBAG funding overlay are appliectthe statewid and
jurisdictional levelsn an attempt to specifically isolate thigeets of JAG fundig.

Theconversation about task force outputs and outcomes must be premised with an identification
of inconsistencies in data reporting andextionthroughout the performangeriod. Changes

in reporting protocols and a transition to an online reporting format in 2013, the Montana
Incident Based Reporting System (MTIBRS), prompted researchers for this inquiry to consult
multiple sources of datancluding reprts from MBCC, MTIBRS, and selfeported cases

numbers from task forcewhen such reporisere available.

MTIBRS reportsand datacollected by MBCC indicate that JAfanded MJDTFs in Montana
during the performance period were involved withdhests of more than 4,600 individuals and
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responded to 7,44B¢idents CRG-compiled arrest datadicate that the collaborative efforts
resulted in approximately, 700 casesentfor adjudicationt To put the scale of JAG operations

in context,it is helpful to look at overall drug crimes in Montana during the performance period.
MTIBRS indicates that between FY11 and BYihere were total 22,875 druglated arrests
realting from all law enforcemerdperationstatewide Those numbers suggest that JAG
MJIDTFs in Montana were responsible for roughly 20 percent of all drug arrests during the
performance period.

Applying the statewide 34ercent JAG funding overlajiscusse@boveto arrest and
adjudication numbers for the performance pesbdws the Byme Grantresponsible fosending
1,598 cases for adjudicati¢®4 percent multiplied by 4,700ase&) and forbeing the primary
funding source behintl565arrests and citatior(the 34 percentAG funding overlaynultiplied
by 4,602 arrests)

The averageost of an arrest during the performance peinctiiding all funding streamstaled
$3,509 when taking an average among all task fortesal costs calculated for sending an
MJDTF case for adjudication totaled $3,418\8/Mhen applying the JAG fundimgverlay of 34
percento the overall cost of making an arrest and the overall cost of sending a case for
adjudication the Byrne Grant may be considered responsibl&d93.2in costsperarrest and
$1,162.22 in expnsedor sendingone case foadjudiation.(For more information on how the

costs itemizedhemwer e cal cul ated, see AAverage )cost of
All MIDTF
FY11FY15
4000000 2000
2000000 1000
0 0

FY11 Total FY12 Total FY13 Total FY14 Total FY15 Total

Sum of JAG Funding
mmmm Sum of DCI/FBI/Hard funded from local agencies contribution
mmm Sum of Other revenue
mmm Sum of Local match
HIDTA
mmm Task force
e Number arrests (MBCC and MTIBRS)
== Number cases for adjudication

1 This number is based on insion of imputed data for N\WMDT&nd BMRDTF Absent information on the number of cases sent for
adjudication, CRG estimated the number of cases the task force would have sent for adjudication based on the ovepalicereeageof
arrests to cases fprosecution gathered from the five task forces that reported those numbers. The overall ratio of arrests to cases for
adjudicationtotaledjust more thari02 percentThe number of cases sent for prosecution was likely higher than the number of arrésts due
underreporting in MTIBRS during a transition to the online reporting system beginning in 2013.

5



SWMDTF during the performance period reported a totalldf cases to adjudicatiobargely
because o& significantdecline in the number of casesnt for adjudication in FY13, SWMDTF
has the highest padjudication average cost of any other JAG task force in Mordidna,
$14,790WCMDTF came in at the opposite end of the cost spectrum, averaging $289.66 per
caseto adjudication for the fivgrear study period.

Performance reports filed witiBCC indicate that task forcegatewide seized more than 2.5
million grams of marijuana7,481 grams of methamphetamine, 4,851 grams of powdainegc
and 1,507 grams of hain. Drug seizure amounts are reported in a variety of metrics, including
by pound, kilogram, dosage unit, plant, pill, and gram. To streanmfaemation deliverythe
smallestcommon denominator amomgporting categoriesyeight measured igrarns, is
aggregatedwhile

B . this strategy enables
JAG costs per adjudication a more

FY11FY15 comprehensive

examination of the
total amaunt of
drugs seized by
$14,000 MJDTFs it suffers

o0 from a downfall,in
that using tke
smallest purchasing
unit inflates the
value of drugs
seized.

$16,000

$12,000

$10,000

$8,000

eIt With that said, the
total vdue of
marijuana seized for
the performance
$2I08 n I period was
estimated to be
worth $37 million;
crackcocaine
mmm JAG cost per adjudication Number cases for adjudication valued at $87,956,
andpowder cocaine
$553,482 Heroin seized was estimated to be worth $150,747; meth $3.998 natidmmash
$14,568. Theseizurs tagether reflect an estimated ggam street value @&41.807 million.

$4,000

$0 | | | | |

EMDTF MRDTF SWMDTF TATF WCMDTF

Betweenfiscal years 11 anti3, 71.14 percent of caseategorized by primary offense wdos
drugpossessiarnl7.14percent weréor distribution and just morehtan 4 percent for
manufacture.



ARRESTS BY PRIMARY OFFENSE
ALL MJIDTF
FY11FY13

intent total number charges across
task force

—
m Sum of Possession/possession wit
FY13

44

Sum of "Other" arrests combined

reports

Sum of Distribution total number
charges across task force

Sum of Production/manufacture

Distribution

total
FY11-FY13 number Possession/possessic
arrests by Other charges with intent total
primary combined Production/ across task number charges
drug offense reports manufacture force across task force Total
BMRDTF 1 12 36 177 226
EMDTF 12 6 23 76 117
MRDTF 36 34 179 181 430
NWMDTF 101 27 91 157 376
SWMDTF 17 9 43 34 103
TATF 24 9 88 108 229
WCMDTF 46 32 75 1488 1641
Total 237 129 535 2221 3122
Percentage 7.59 4.13 17.14 71.14 100.00

In fiscal years 14 and 15, distribution constituteti#rcent of thcharges andprodudion or
manufacture totaledt9 percent. MTIBRS indicates that .@f all chargesor two cases, filed in
fiscal years 14 and Mere for druginvolved childendangerment.ess tharl percent of all

cases reported through MTIBRS (25) in FY14 and FY15 were relatbd Group B offense of
endangering the welfare of children. These sums are lower than those reported in MJDTF
quarterly narratives, which show thask forces were involved in 73 drug endangered children
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cases in fiscal years 2014 and 20RBports compiled by MBCC show that between 2011 and
2013, MJIDTFs intervened in 233 cases of child endangerment.

Beyond simply tallying up outputs, this anasyattempts to quantify both the costs and the

benefits of MIDTF operations. Guidance in this endeavor comegtiMJIDTF mission

statemenaind JAG crimdighting directives, which are drawn from to create four cost objectives
capable of helpingtoidentf y JAG priorities. Based on the M
commitment to crime fighting, four desired task force cost objectiege identified Those

objectives are tadisruptand dismantlentities that manufacture, sell, and traffiaunlawful

narcotics address narcoticelated violencereducethe supply and demand of dangerous drugs

and decreasedruge | at ed cr i me. Drawing from Rhodesd pe
each objective is linked to a series of measureable indscé2609.

The four cost objectives serve as a means for classifying performance aseratsas

platform for monetizing outputs. Because of the propensity for addicticarty forward tahe
nextgenerationlurco et £1999),the number of endgered children interventions conducted

is categorized under the objective, AReducing
instance. The number of arrests for crimes against property, meanwhile, is classified under
Objective 1t o fAdec rredatedei Me .u@

Key performance metrics were monetized whenever possible. Estimates of the financial value
associated with intervening in drug endangered children cases is provided, along with a
discussion about MJDTF training and community events. Cash seizures aifeediead is the
street value of drugsnd weaponsonfiscated by task forces. Academic literature from the
criminology and cost benefit realms is drawn upon as a guide for vélLiiBJ F outputs such as
arrests for distribution and weapons charges

Before proceedingt is importanto keep in nnd JAG and Local
that crime triggers @ast range of negative
externalities that gaot befully encapsulatedet Match FY11FY15

aloneeffectivelycosted Crime interruptsdbor
markets and housing priceBrug addiction itself, [EESIUUAERAY
meanwhlie, is responsible for an array of
externalities arising in medicalnd social
services. Amid such sprawlingxternalities, CRG
set out to encapsulagenarrow set of outputs and
outcomes to state thmeet cost and benefit of the
JAG MJDTF program. Sum of JAG Funding Sum of Local match

$2,000,000.00

$0.00
FY11FY12FY13FY14FY15

This analysis allocates dollars twtputs based on the best available data. It should be seen as an
attempt to pave the way for similar efforts, rather than an exhaustive evaluation. To monetize the
costs of outputs, such as those involved with training acilithing community events, the cost

of labor hours available to MIDTF officers waslltiplied by theestimatedf number of

training hours and those investedawilitating community events drawn from quarterly

performance report3he value of labordurs were calculated from JAG grant funding

applications, which was then applied to the amourfwmding available for labor ieach fiscal



year, based on stdrant histories provided by MBCC. Travel expenses were summed and then
included on top of the hourly labor cost to create what into what WaysbRunke in their

discussion about criminal justice costicagjleda Al oa d e d .o(1889)dhewundtee uni t
represent all estimated costs associated with
financial supports, such as those contributed for administration, HIDTA contributions and

agency hard fundingAttachinga dollar valugo each unit of labor ebéedall oufputs to be

measured by eommon unitaggregated to valygrogram costsand disaggregated to gaa

more focused perspective.

Literature Review
In the 1980slaw enforcement began applying an economic mimdeblicing the manufacture,
transprt, and sale of unlawful drug§he idea was that a reduction in theplyof drugs
through law enforcement interventiocsupled with efforts talecrease demamnstituted the
appropriate approach for curbing drug crif8apply side enforcemenwhichthe MIJDTF
mission statement focuses @premised upon the idea that policing makes drug trafficking,
manufacturing, and use risky, thereby deterring potential drug entrepreneurs and users from
entering unlawful drug markets.

This school of thought caomnbuted to the 1988 Anbrug Abuse Act, whiclprovidesfunding for

the Bureau of Justide administer th&dward Byrne Memorial Justice Assistance Grant (JAG).
JAGis used to fund statlevel programs designed to combat problessuling from crime,

drug addiction, and drug traffickingAG provides states and units of local governments with
funding for a broad range of initiatives in seven general program areas, including law
enforcement; prosecution and courts; prevention and educedioactions and community
corrections; drug treatment and enforcement; planning, evaluation, and technology improvement;
and crime victim and witnessipportMJDTFs across the country are funded through the- Anti

Drug Abuse Act.

The premise supporting stnued funding of MJDTF operations is that by increasing
cooperation and coordination amofayv enforcement agencies, there will geater reductions
in the supply of and demarfior illicit drugs than the public would otherwise experience

Drug task foce operate also upon thaneiple of impulseresponse analysitterdiction
activities serve as the impulse, which ought to trigger fluctuations in drug pricesderedhe
response (National Rearch Council (NRC) 2001The consequences of sucheiiientions
should be observabl&raditionaleconomic analysis predicts that if interdiction and domestic
enforcement succeed in reducing thepdypf drugs, then drug pricesll rise, and consumption
will fall (NRC2001p 144) . 0

One of the firsevalwations of MJDTFoperationsvas conducted by Sabath, Doyle, and
Ransburg (1990). Their study was based on quarterly reportielaiing drug arrest numbers,
in addition to drug seizure information aimterviews with drug task foe commanderg.he
reseachersconcluded that thengas sufficient evidence to show that Indiana drug task forces,
which had been operational fovo years prior to the investigation, had met the goals and
objectivesfor which they were established. Goals cited in that stodydedarresting and
prosecuting major drug dealergducing the availability ofrdigs, andestablishing cooperative
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working relationships with other drug enforcement agencies.

An examination of nine studies evaluating six diffef@idDTF operationgonduced by
Mazerolle et al(2007)foundmixed resultof task force efficacy curbing drug crime. Some
studiesfoundtask force membership associated wgitinificantincreases in police outputs, such
as arrests and seizur@ecker et al., 2000; Pullen & Mande91; Ramker, 1999; Witt, Brown,
& Bushweileg, 1995).0Otherevaluations, however, fount discernable effect on drug arrests
but rather only improved communication and perceptions of quality of efforts (Frank, Smith,
Novak, Travis, & Langworthy, 1998;é1zik, Bartridge, & Hoyt, 1998; Jefferis, Frank, Smith,
Novak, & Travis, 1998; B. SmitiNovak, Frank& Travis, 2000)(Mazerolle 2007).

The improved communication citéathe2007MJDTF evaluation by Mazerolle et alas also
referenced by Frantzan 2009, and Levine and Martin in 1992, wlooindthatit positively
affecedthe quality of drug enforcemeatitputs. Frantzan specifically noted that High Intensity
Drug Trafficking Area collaborative efforts, whidperate on the same modelNa3DTFs,

yielded more arrests andone serious drug cases thaghicle searches amdsulting seizures

This supply and demand model of drug policing squares with the economic approach, which
holdsthat both drug traffickers and drug users are rational a®ovponents of supply and
demand policing often argue that drugs and crime are lirggetl frequentlyin this debate is

the 2004 Bureau of JustigBJS) StatisticSurvey of Inmates in State and Federal Correctional
Facilities whichfound that 17 percemif state prisoners committed theifme to obtain money
for drugs. ThaBureau of Justice in 2002, meanwhfi@ind thatroughlya quarter of convicted
property and dig offenders in local jailsn 2002committed theicrimes to get money for
narcotics Other respectedriminologistshold that there is a direct link between heavy drug use
and crime. (Goldstein 198&ohen 2009).

However those arguments amot the only stance found the academic literat@rgics of the
existing supply and demand moaé¢inarcotic enforcement argue thlae costs associated with
policing and incarceration of drug offenders are higher than the positive societal benefits
resultingfrom such enforcement strategies

Bensoret al.(1992;199%), for example, foundn incrased emphasis on policidgugrelated
crimein between 1986 and 1987 Florida relative to policing crimes such as burglary, motor
vehicle theft, and larceny, led to an approximately .2 percent to .34 percent decrease in the
probability of arrests for property crimeBensonand Rasmussgii992)found a similar
pheromenon at work in lllinoisThere was no property crimes offense rate increatwat

instance, but detentions for Ddiopped by 23 percenthe argument resulting from those
findings is thaan increased emphasis on policing one type of crime incurs opportunity costs to
other arenas.

McCollister(2010) meanwhile, positthat a drug sale transactiabhsent violence or other
specific externalities, which are discussed in subseaetibnof this document, may vyield
minimal harm to society as a whole hi& dct of purchasing illegal substances transfers income
from one member of society (drug user) to another (drug dealer). Absent any negative
externalities2 the net effect on society isgl@ible. (McCollister2010p. 107)0 As policy
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experts and academics debate how best to stem the institutional and social costs associated with
drug-abuse, lte following analysis aims to shed light on the debate.

Methodology
Articulation of identifiable bjectives serves as the cornerstone of any organizational analysis.
As such, the CRG first set out to identify task force goals. MJgoEl#s articulated in a shared
mission statemerttirects task forces to:

fiProvide a collaborative federaltate, and laal law enforcemergffort to
identify, target, and address those involved in drug trafficking, manufacturing,
and/or violence. The task forces will utilize sophisticated-kemng
investigative approaches, including undercover surveillance to disrupt and
dismantle targeted drug organizationg{ MBCC Mont anads Statewide
Strategic Plan 20:3015p.13.

A review of heMJDTF misdgon statemenhelped to identifghreebroad desired task force
goals

1.) Todisrupt and dismantle entities that manufacture, @edl,trafficin unlawful drugs
2.) To address narcotic related violence
3.) To reduce the supply and demand of dangerous drugs

A fourth goal was identified tbugh a review of JAG directives

4.) To decreasdrugrelated crime

To achievébroadobjectives, MIJDTFs engage $pecificactivities, including intelligence
sharing investigations, and collaboratid@utputsaresimply measureable derivatives of
activities, whichmay be used to gauge to what extent an organization (or, as in this gese a
of them)is taking steps to fulfiithe organizational mission

As illustrated in the logic model below, MIDTF activities include intelligence sharing,
investigations, and collaboratiohhe MJDTF CosBenefit Analysis outcomsequence chart is
perhaps most important in its role as a conceptual framework capatiddpaig to facilitatea
discussion about MJDTF operations. As indicated in the chart, financial inputs directly fuel
outputs, such as work units produced. Environmental inputs, tooaswggographical and
socioeconomic factors, were considered for this report.
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— Resource inputs Activities ———— Outputs Outcomes
e Federal JAG o Investigations e F#Arrests
funding e Training (performance ¢ Adjudication
e Local match ¢ Intelligence reports) e Offender
funding sharing e # Seizures, sentences
e Labor hours e Communication itemized by e Perception of

¢ Other funding

¢ Community

amount and type

public safety, as

education and of drugs indicated by the
—Environmental inputs outreach e Forfeiture 2015 MCVS
¢ Drugs into the e 7 people trained, e Deterrence
state als_o hours of e Drug supply as
o Percentage of fraining measured by
crimes conducted environmental
committed for ¢ Community inputs, YRBS
drug money events and SAMS data
e Trans. e Intelligence detailing drug
infrastructure sharing/ treatment

e Coordination admissions, drug
crime as
reported by

MTIBRS

Figure 1 MIDTF CostBenefitAnalysis outcome sequence chart

To go beyond simply measuring MIDTF performance, estimates of costs and benefits were made
for outputs and outcomeghenever possiblélready in numeric form, outputs wenell suited

for translationinto cost objectives, or a separate unit of measurement suitable for monetization
(Wayson1989. As identified in theoutcome sequence chameasurable outputs (cost

objectives) identified include arrests, drug seizures, cash forfeitures, individuals trained, and the
number of community educational events facilitated by MIDTFs.

Strategies used for monetizingst objectives included what@wmists call thé t -dgwnd a n d
Abottom up.A batprpup strategyheeessitatemvestigatingall costs related to a

single unit of outputiiThis typically means identifying all the employees who are responsible for
a unit of output, identifyingpow much time each person spends on that unit of output, and then
multiplying that time by the cosd(VemR0ldach emp
The bottormup portion of this analysis was informed by MBCC reports, includinggsabt
histories and narratives, in addition terfprmance and quarterly filingkterviews with task
force commanders further informed the data revigecause &#ottomup analysiss constructed
upon an examination ddibor costs, hourly pay rates with fringenefits were calculated for
individual task force jurisdictiond his examination was informed I8h er man and
1995 evaluation, which identified labor hours as inputs, Riio&887template for evaluating
MJDTF performancghe Vera Instituteod u s t i ¢ e 6 -8enfiDAhalysiLTodkit, and the
GeorgiaSt at i sti cal AnMIDYFMpact BRauatbrer 6 s 2014

Rogan
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Because task forces often contract with partnering agencies for services, rather than simply
employing fulttime staff, it was impoént to calculate the total number of labor hours available,
rather than simplgiting the number of fullime MJDTF employeeslo estimate the number of
labor hours available for task force operations. The hourly rate of pay including fringe was
divided irto the total amount allocated under for Iaander the JAG program.

Hourly labor rates were used as the basis for constructing what Wd@2%)c al | s a Al oad:
resource uni t . the dbllareamauet of al doeet and dirbcecosts associated

with a measure of resource usemeasure of resource use for this analysis is one hour of a task
force officerds time, including operational,

A parallel ost, one used to account for HIDTA contributions and hard funded labor expenses, as
detailed in interviews and emails with MJDTF staff, was also estimated and broken down based
on hourly estimategVera 2014 Mclintosh and Li 2012)Hard funding contributins and other
financial support was also itemized to assist in identification of-3p&xific outcomes.

The above itemizesdteps were utilized tengage in the bottomp approach. Hourly labor and
matching funds were used to estimate the exparssexited withfacilitating communityevents
and receiving training, activities with associated methes were reported in a largely consistent
manner throughout the performance periafhile training and community eventgpically take

a predictable amount time, the hours associated with making arrests and preparing case for
adjudication are not fixed. Absent a way to calculate from the bottom up the average costs of
making an arrest or preparing a case for adjudication, those costs were calculatgi tvith
down o0 a fgsts associdied with making an arrest was derivetiMiging thetotal

amount of labor costs remaining after community event facilitation and training costs were taken
away. This method was used also to estimate the average eapsosited with referring one
case for adjudicatiofrom the statewide perspective and from a jurisdictional perspective

Because m@est reporting rachanisms including MTIBR&lo not isolatd AG-specific outputsit

is impossible to isolatdAG-funded arrests versuhose supported by HIDTAor instancegr to

isolate outputs resulting frofabor expenses fueled by local coffers. The result leaves a pool of

numeric task force outputs, including the types and quantities of drugs seizbe andber of

arrests made, resulting from a hodgepodge of fundregres Pinpointingone set obutputs,
thereforerequired sifting through othdéunding stream$ 0 e st i mat einfarda®a s | mp a
on funding beyond that routinely reported in JAG terdy and annual reports was collected to

the extent that doing so was possible.

Calculationgor this analysis sho@dAG funding for the performance period constitutedrly

34 percentof all revenue for MIDTFESThis method of identifying JAG inputs aodtputs
gathering all information in financial inputs and then parsing out the JAG portion as a
percentagds used throughout this documeitAG funding overlay®,as they are called, are
used at the statewide level to measure overall JAG impgmiying the 34 percent number, for
instanceto the total number of arrests made by MJDTFs throughout the performance period
This application of the overall statewide JAG funding overlay to the total number of arrests

2 MBCC subgrant histories
13



between FY11 and FY15, 4,602, yieldetbtal estimated arrest number of 1,565 individuals.
JAG funding overlaysre used at the jurisdictional level, too, for isolating regional JAG outputs
andassociatedutcomes.

Before proceeding with further analysisis important to na@ additionalimitations inherent to

the data presented here. MTIBRSprimary source of arrest information for fiscal years 14 and
15, does not allow for identification of tiember of felonies versus misdemearretated to

task force workAnotherdatachallenge cane from aMJDTF transition froma hardcopy pape
reporting systento the MTIBRSonline formatbeginning in 2013For this reasorrgaders will

note changes in how this analysis reportsrmation beginning in FY 14. MJDTF commanders
and administrators thugh the course of this analysis reported they did not completely transition
to MTIBRS reporting until 20151t is possible that the changeover is reflected in what appears
to be a significant drepff in the quality of arrests (For more on arrest qualgeeSherman

2013 p. 42%

Absent detailed offense information from FY¥EY13, estimates were made for the number of
MJDTF involved property and persons cringesingthose years. Those estimates were based on
the comparably detailed information prowidéarough MTIBRS in FY14 and FY15he online
crimereporting database indicated that 7.83 percent of all offenses in FY14 and FY15 were
related to crimes against property. That percentage was applied to timeitokar of arrests in
FY14 and FY150 estmate that 11@rrests in those yeairsvolved property crimes. That

number was then divideby two to arrive at a minimumstimate of the total number of MJDTF
related property crimes to occur annually. That annual estimate was multiplied gffeeting
each year in the performance period to estimate a minimum of 291 total Mdidied

property crimes between FY11 and FY15.

MTIBRS FY14 and FY15 data was also drawn from to calculate the types of property crimes
MJDTFs were most frequently inlved in. Based on information in the online database

indicating that 50 percent of MJDTiRvolved property crimes in FY14 and FY15 related to theft
and shoplifting, it was estimated that 146 arrests (half of 291) during the performance period
were associad with those crimes. A similar procedure was conducted for the other most
frequently reported MJIDTF property crime arrests, including criminal mischief, burglary, and
robbery to arrive at estimates for the total number of each type of MilYolved arrsts for

the entire performance period. Calculations to arrive at the total number of persons crimes for the
performance period were made in the same manner. MTIBRS shows that 4.37 percent of
offenses in FY14 and FY15 were related to persons offenses. &dpbring that number to the

total arrests in those years, it was estimated that there were 32 persons crimes annually during
the performance period, or a total of 162 MJB€Rted persons crimes.

This procedure constituted an imperfect strategy flmuéating the number of persons and

property offenses. However, without more detailed information on the number of such arrests, it
provided a mechanism for vahg MJDTF interventions witthe alleged perpetrators of such
crimes.

3 Difficulties arose tracking local haftinding contributions, such as agency costs for office rental and utilities. Readers should keep in mind that
JAG funding overlays constitute rough estimates.
4 Interviews and emails with EMDTF and SWMDTF
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In a furtherattempt tareconcile reporting inconsistencies. CRG requested from task forces the
number of caes submitted for adjudicatiom @an annual basis. All batvo of the task forces
analyzedherepresented that infaration. No seHreported data was obtained from Big

Muddy River Drug Task Force, which shuttered in 2013. NWMDTF, meanwhile, was unable to
provide the number of sas submitted for adjudication

Disposition outcomes were compilést through requests of task forces for outcome.dete

requests yieldethixed resuls. Some task forces compileduch of he requestethformation,

others did not. The West Central Montana Drug Task Force (WCMDTF) in consultation with the

Mi ssoul a County Attorneyos Oésfoicasenume®Buw sed t o
WCMDTF provided a significant amount of detail on specific charges filed throughout the
performance period. The Eastern Montana Drug Task Force (EMDTF) and Missouri River Drug
Task Force (MRDTF) provided comprehensive reports of their ougbated actiities, while

NWMDTF was hard pressed to even provide the number of cases it opened during the
performance periad

Interviews with MIDTF commanders were conducted to better insure the accuracy of data
compiled and for qualitative insights into task foameomplishments and challengBsta from

the Montana Office of the Court Administrator, which provides a comprehensive perspective on
the number of drugelated charges referred to state courts and associated outcomes was used to
guide estimates of adjightion expenses, which for the purposes of this analysis are considered
an opportunity cost.

A monetization of drugs, weapons, and cssized through task force operatioves estimated

as did calculations ahe average pearrestand peradjudicaion expensdor each task force

|l ndi vi dual task force calculations are report
alongsideoverall behavioral and criminaidicators compiled from countywide informatiand

aggregated at the regional leval each profile, the number of arrests conducted by each task

force is calculated, along with the number of cases sent for dispd§igposition data for

NWMDTF and BMRDTF is imputed based on the arteshdjudication rab of the five other

task foces.

Key performance metrics were monetized whenever possible. Estimates of the financial value
associated with intervening in dregdangered children cases is provided, along with a
discussion about MJDTF training and community events. Cash seizargeatified, as is the
street value of drugs confiscated by task forces. Academic literature from the criminology and
cost benefit realms is drawn upon as a guide for valuing MJDTF work.

Arrest rates for four categories of crime, including offensemsigaerson, property, and society,

in addition to Group B offenses, suab disorderly conduct and nerolent family offenses,

were examinedor evidence of variatiobetween task force counties and +iask force

counties. Differencesesulting from chages in task force jurisdictional boundaradso

prompted scrutiny of regional crime rates, in additiondbdvioral health datancluding the

Mont ana Office of Public | nst rinfoomatiorofrordthe Yo ut h
Montana Departmertf Public He#th and Human Servicesubstance Abuse Management
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(SAMS) databasewhich charts the number of admissions to diaemseddrugtreatment
facilities.

As part of an effort to quantify all possible costs and benefits associated with Mp@fdtions,
adjudication expenses are quantifi€hse and disposition data fraask forcesareused as a
reference point for requesting fraaounty posecutors addition@lutcomenformation whether

a defendant was found guilty, for examplewdietheror notcharges were droppelh response
to CRGOs i nf oromdytaitomeys drovided everyghing from a stackdividual
judicial orders redvant tospecific cases to hanritten reporting provided via scannkegjal pad
paper. What CR@roduced from this line of inquiry veaa handful of snapshots of task force
outcomes.Those snapshots, in conjunction with adjudication data from the Montana Office of
the Court Administrator, which keeps comprehensive records on drug crime outcomesaserved
the basis for mmetization of MIDTF effects. The exploration of outcomes identified in this
report includes an estimation @sts associated with incarceratindividuals found guilty of
crimes alleged by task forcesdaalsocosts associated wittommunity supervisionBefore
exploring outptiand outcome data, this report lookgptogram inputs.

Program inputs
To achieve goals, task forces relyforancial inputsAs illustrated in the graph belgihe
Missouri River and Northwest Montana drug tésices received the largest proportion of
federal JAG fundingf all seven task forces examined

All MIDTFs FY1EY15

$2,500,000.00

$2,000,000.00

$1,500,000.00 I I

Sum of JAG Funding
$1,000,000.00 ®m Sum of Local match

$500,000.00 || [ |

BMRDTF EMDTF MRDTFNWMDTFSWMDTF TATF WCMDTF

Inputs chronicled here a drawn frannualand quarterly financial histomgports compiled by
MBCC, in addition to emails and interviews with MJDE&mmanders and administrators.
Byrne grant funding obligates participating agenciasatchthe JAG contributionby 30
percent. During the performance period, it was common for task forces to exceed that
requirement. Beyond local agenocgntributionsrepated to satisfy the match requiremedAG
revenue is comingled with inputs not typically documentedhifeByrne Grantsuch as revenue
from the federally funded Rocky Mountain High Intensity Drug Trafficking Aeggncy

contributions of staffing iderftii ed her e as fAdhard fundingodo suppo
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Division of Criminal Investigation (DCI) Brcotics Bureau at the Montan&artment of

Justice

Because iderfiying JAG specific outcomes constitutasentral directive for this project, JAG

funding isdisaggregated from other funding streams throughout the examination that follows.
The strategy allows not just Byrne Grant specific inputs to be identified, but also assists with

identification and monetization of JAG specific outputs.

All JAG Local Other DCI/FBI/Hard | HIDTA Total
MJIDT F match revenue | funded from
local agencies
FY11- contribution
FY15
Total $5,364,999 $6,453,837 $224,261| $2,082,146 $1,790,804 $15,916,047
Percent 33.71 40.55 141 13.08 11.25 100.00
The chart above illustratd®\GO s r ol e amon g oAnhualisubgrantmiatoriesi a |

compiled by MBCC indicate that participating law enforcement agencies received $5.365 million
in JAG funding and contributed $6.454 million in local agency matching dollars during the five
year performance perickamined in this investigatiohen examined alongside other revenue
streams identified for this analysis, such as HIDTA and hard funding beyond that reported for the

Byrne Grant up to this point, JAG support during the performgeciod constitutes roughly 34
percent of all revenusupporting MJDTF operations

The graph below, meanwhile, shows haolwring the performance perigall MIJDTF inputs
fueled primary task force outputs, arrests and cases for adjudication.
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All MIDTF
FY131FY15
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FY11 Total FY12 Total FY13 Total FY14 Total FY15 Total
Sum of JAG Funding
mmm Sum of DCI/FBI/Hard funded from local agencies contribution
mmm Sum of Other revenue
mmmm Sum of Local match
mmm HIDTA
mmm Task force
= Number arrests (MBCC and MTIBRS)
== Number cases for adjudication
JAG PetArrest Cost The aerage cost of an arrest during
the performance periddtaled
$6,000 $3,509.51 including all funding

streams. (This number is based on
fiscal year averages among all task
$4,000 forces. Specific MIDTF averages
are itemized in the profile section of
this document.) Totalosts
$2,000 calculated for sending an MJDTF
$1.000 case for adjudication totaled
$3,418.31. When applying the JAG
50— funding overlay of 34 percent to the
EMDTF MRDTFNWMDTFSWMDTF TATF WCMDTF overall cost of making an arrest and
JAG cost arrest Arrests the overall cost of sending a case
for adjudication, the Byrne Grant
may be consiered responsible f&1,193.2 in costs per arrest and $1,162.22 in expenses
associated with sending a case to adjudicaffeor. more information on how the costs itemized
here were calculated, stefiAv er age cost of aAppendxattheemdof ul at i o
this documentt-orfeiture, which comprised nearly p&rcent of overall revenue during the
performance period, is discussed in more detail iméx¢section of this report.

$5,000

$3,000
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Task force profiles

Taking the best available data, CRG built pesfof each task force and its regional

characteristics. Seeking to create a comprehensive picture of each DTF jurisdiction as a whole,
dozens of variables were examined to track regional crime rates, DTF arrest and prosecution
numbers, and physical chataristics including miles of highway, commuter railroad and

Canadian border. The number of individuals sentenced to the Montana Department of
Corrections custody, and behavioral health information, such asithieer of individuals per

1,000 admitted intstate sanctioned drug treatment programs and how many people checked into
hospitals with drugelated complaints is examined on a countywide level.

For the first two years of this analysisd per
served ashe subgrantee for the Big Muddy River Task Force. Beginning in fiscal year 2014,

the Big Muddy River Task Force ceased activitge absence of an MIDTF in the northeastern

portion of the state provides opportunity to evaluate to what extent behaliwends, such as

drug treatment admissions and youth drug use, may have been affected, in addition to alterations

in crime rates.

To monetize the costs of outputs, such as those involved with training and facilitating

community events, the number abbr hours expended by MJDTF officers was estimated based

on JAG program funding. The value of labor hours were calculated from JAG grant funding
applications, which was then applied to the amount of funding available for labor in reach fiscal
year, basedn subgrant histories provided by MBCC. Travel expenses were summed and then
included on top of the hourly labor cost to create what into what Wayson and Funke (1989) in
their discussion about criminal Thewrsts i ce costi
represent all estimated costs associated with
financial supports, such as those contributed for administration, HIDTA contributions and

agency hard fundingAttaching a dollar value, or shadow prit@ each unit of labor enabledl

outputs to be measured by a common wagggregated to provide a tbtkollar value of program

costs, and disaggregated to gain a more focused perspective. (Wayson and Funke 1989; Karoly
2008).

Though MJDTFs share a miss statement, each task force is unique. Differentiation is
evidenced by differing funding streams among them. Some task forces receive funding through
the federally supported Rocky Mountain High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA), for
example, whileothers do not. Montana MJDTFs direct resources in a similarly uniqgue manner.
Some direct JAG funds primarily to employ ftiline staff, as is the case in Missoula, which has
two full-time JAG detectives. Other MIDTFs devote a comparably larger propottioair

JAG support to contract with partnering agencies for labor.

JAG-funded task forces are also unique in their secionomic and geographical environments,
regional income levels differ for instance, as does transportation infrastructure, sueh as
presence of interstate highways, commuter rail stations, and proximity to the Canadian border.

Northwest Montana Drug Task Force (NWMDTF)
The Northwest Montana Drug Task Force (NWMDTF) between fiscal years 2011 and 2014
was comprised of Flathead, LincoBandersLake, and Mineral counties, in addition to the

19



Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes. Glacier County joined NWMDTF in FY 15, growing
the collaborative effort to 18 law enf@ment agencies, including the Whitefish and Polson
police departments.

The task force received more JAG funding than any other during the performance period.
NWMDTFO6s | uareas BYilmetcompassel 7,207 square mileand hosted a

population ofroughly 172,77%eople Seventysix and a half interstate miles ran through the

task forcebs jurisdiction i n -iftersta@ highway.iUrs. addi t
Census reports indicated median household income the NWMDTF region prioto Glacier

County joining the task force in 2015 w&®&8,029.20

NWMDTF is unique in part due to the Amtrak Empire Builder passenger rail service that carries
people east from the Hiine and west to Portland and Vancouver, Washington through the task
forceds jurisdiction, which includes train st
Whitefish, and LibbyStrategies used by NWMDTF to combat unlawful narcotic trafficking

along the train route include the Viper Operation, a collaboration amorglutéederal law

enforcement agents. NWMDTF partners during the performance period inthededS. Brder

Patrol, the Montana Highway Patrol, U.S. Homeland Security, FlatheaBlackfeetindian

reservation tribal police, and the U.S. Drug Enforcement Agency

The FIl at head Co u rcharged &ithenanading JAS fu$ ffom MBCCi s

NWMDTF during the performance period documented more JAG resources, including from

local matchig funds, than any other task fo®f NWMDTFo6s $3.32 million
reported for the Byrne Grant to MBCC as reflected ingtamt histories, $1.34 million was

from JAG and $1.98 from participating agencies.

NWMDTF made 673 arrests during the penfiance period, according to MTIBRS and MBCC
reports. The task force was unable to produce for CRG the number of cases it sent for
adjudication. MBCC and MTIBRS reports, therefore, serve as primary references for this
analysis.

5 The Missuri River Drug Task Force (MRDTF) received $1.47 million in JAG funding, more than NWMDTF. But
MRDTF reported | ess in matching funds, $1.722 million.
$3.192 million, is $128,749 than that of NWMDTF.)
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The average JAG
NWMDTF JAG PeArrest Costs supportel perarrest
$3,000.00 cost for NWMDTF
during the

$2. 50008 performance period
$2,000.00 was $2,102.

$1,500.00 All NWMDTF
s1.0000] revenue documented
for this report

summed to just
more than $4.1
million. Of that
total, JAG funding
JAG costs Number arrests (MBCC and MTIBRS) constituted 32.72
percent, or $1.342
million. Local matching funds reptad to MBCC totaled $1,978,618r 48.25 percenHIDTA
funding summed t§581,655 or 14.18 percent.

$500.00

00 —m—mM ¥
2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

MBCC reports and MTIBR$dicate NWMDTF during the performance period arrested 673
people.To better isolate JAGpecific outputs, thBIWMDTF JAG funding contribution of 32.72
percent was multiplied by the total number of NWMDTF arrests for the performance period.
Based on that application, JAG funding may be seen as primarily responsible for 220 arrests.

An average resource unit encompas®VgMDTF coss was calculated baséist on estimates

of the hourly rate of paincluding fringefor drug task force officer$Document reviews and
conversations with NWMDTF staff indicated that NWMDTF officers during the year

performance p&d earne on average $35.1®ully includingfringe. When factoring in

expenses associated with administration, the support of HIDTA funding, and agency
contributions beyond those reported for the J
time was valed d between $45 and $53For a more detailed explanation of hourly resource

uni t c¢ al c AJderade costofsarrest sadcelationthe Appendix at the end of this

document).

Total forfeiture revenue for the permance period Sum of Forfeiture

was $1,187,878n FY13, cash proceeds from such| NWMDTF | revenue

filings reached a performance period peak, summingy11 $261,606.33

to $543,069 FY12 $307,283.85
FY13 $543,069.18
FY14 $45,806.14
FY15 $30,110.34
Grand Total $1,187,875.84

6 Subgrant narrative reports, sugvant histories, and discussions and emails with NWMDTF Commander Mark
Mulcahy and administrative support Lauren Callahan.
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BetweenFY11l and FY13:

U Possession charges for NWMDTF totatkd largest proportion of arrests classified by
primary offense, 41.76 percent
nfnot her o

U The

cited arrests by primary offenss#, 26.86 percent

cat

egory

of

arrest

by

pri

U Distribution was the primary offense associated with arrest in 24.2 percent of cases
U Production and manufacture constituted 7.18 percent of arrests by primary offense

NWMDTF | Production/manufacture | Distribution | Possession/possessi¢ Other Total
Arrests by total with intent arrests
primary number
offense charges
across task
force
FY11 7 36 57 50 150
FY12 5 15 71 28 119
FY13 15 40 29 23 107
Total 27 91 157 101 376
Percentage| 7.18 24.20 41.76 26.86 100.00
U In fiscal years 11 through3, marijuana was the most frequenttgplicateddrugin
NWMDTF arrestsat 28.92 perceht
S =
o () —
2| E £ 2 ¢| £| | g
2| 8 s| =»| 2| 5 = | 3 8| F
o = £ ® @ S = = @ =
= % o < 5} i © () c =
= - o 7] (8] = o —
g S O ) < 4 o = c = S
FY1l1l 25 2 2 42 0 1 3 1 31 0 43| 150
FY12 16 0 3 16 0 1 1 2 18 12 44| 113
FY13 10 0 20 32 2 0 3 4 15 1 20| 107
Grand Total 51 2 25 90 2 2 7 7 64 13 107 | 370
Percent 13.78| 0.54| 6.76| 24.32| 0.54| 0.54| 1.89| 1.89| 17.30| 3.51| 28.92| 100

”The number of drug types reported in FYRE¥13 Combined reports was five more than the numbarrefts
documented in those same reports for the same period.
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As reported by MTIBRS for FY14 and FY15:

U The possession and possessuith intent category garnered the highest nunaber
citations 31.61 percent
U Group B offenses were the second most frequently cited, at 25.86 percent of all charges
U Paraphernalia constitutes the third most common offense type, at 20.88 percent of all
chages

NWMDTF made
more distribution NWMDTF

Harm Scores

arrests in FY13 than
at any other time
during the
performance period.
Production charges
that year also
constituted a higher
percentage of
charges filed than at

any other time.
FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15

When evaluating the
change in percentage
of higher quality
drugarrests over time, readers should keep in mind that the 2013 transition to MTIBRS provided
more crime classification categorith&en were available before. Contrary to the prior reporting
protocol, task forces can now report intetvems in shoplifting offenses and violent crimes,

such as partner family member assault. Theretivexgfore a significant change in data
presentatiomid-way through the performance peridthat saidconversations with MBCC

staff suggests that task foscare now largely compliant with MTIBRS reporting directives.
Researchers are hopeful that MIDTF data presented via MTIBRS two years post tramigon
online systemeflects an accurate reflection of task force outputs.

Per-arrest possession harm scc:c  Per-arrest distribution harm score

Per-arrest production harm score

Missouri River Drug Taskorce (MRDTF)

The Missouri River Drug Task Force (MRDTF)in FY 15 wascomprised ofLewis and

Clark, Gallatin, Park, Broadwater, Madison and Meagher counties. Member agencies include

the cities of Bozeman, Helena, Belgrade, Livingstod West Yellowstone. The MRDTF
jurisdictional area in FY 15 encompassed 16,037 square miles and supported approximately

195,278 peopleThe jurisdiction has 132 miles of interstate highway and 299 miles ef non

interstate highwayThe median householdcome fa participating counties averagédl1,955

during the performance pericih e Gal | at i n Cicesarvesyasulsgnaateeorf f 6 s Of f
Byrne funding

MRDTF reports holding more intelligence niegs than any other task force. Theglude
weekly gatherings irHelera andBozeman, in addition to routine discussions vigdllatin
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County, theBozemarPolice Departmentylontana State Universit®elgrade Police, the
Federal Bureau of Investigation, and the Montana Highway Patrol.

MRDTF reported a total d§#4.24 million in revenue for this analysiacludingfrom HIDTA,
hard funding contributions, and JAG, which comprised $1.47 million, or 34.67 percent of all
documented financial inputs.

MRDTF | JAG Local Other Hard HIDTA | Total
Funding | match revenue | funded -
local
agencies

contribution
Total $1,470,200 $1,721,502 $21,799 | $239,483 $787,555| $4,240,539

Percent | 34.67 40.60 0.51 5.65 18.57 100.00
FY Total cost | Total costperf MRDTF 6's chaurly paeratesapplied to the
per arrest | adjudication | performance period totaled $33.21 per hour including
11 $6,026.13 | $5,871.62 fringe. Loaded resource units, those that inclugay
12 $6,026.22 | $6,107.65 and fringe hard funding, HIDTA and travel,
13 $5.625.25 | $5,580.95 operational and administrative expenses totaled
14 $4,10026 $5,35482 between $4207 an hour in FY12 and $6339 in FY15,
15 $6,433.90 | $8,966.39 when MRDTF received a boost in JAG funding to

supportHelena and Gallatin County operations.

MRDTF during the performance period made at least 734 arrests. In light of the 35 percent JAG
funding contribution, the Byrne Grant may be seen as primarily responsil2g4farrests

during the performance peri od.-ar@shaeresticdsds porti o
itemized by fiscal year in the graph below. The estimated average JAG cost per adjudication for

the performance period was $2,211.

MRDTF JA%unded Costs of Adjudication

$4,000.00

$3,000.00 94
$2,000.00

$0.00 —— ——— .S EEN———
FY11 FY12 FY14 FY15

mmm JAG cost per adjudication Number cases for adjudication

MBCC data and MTIBRS reports indicate that MRDTF saw a significant declofistitbution

cases between 2011 and 2015. MBCC data from the period between 2011 and 2013 indicates that
nearly 50 percent of all cases filed during that time involved disimiver manufacture.

MTIBRS for 2014 and 2015, however, shows distribution cosnpg .38 percent of all cases and
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production/manufacture at .95 percekd.noted in the NWMDTF mfile preceding this onghe
transition to MTIBRS in 2013 should be kept in mind when evaluating the data.

MRDTF

Per-arrest possession harm scote=— Per-arrest distribution harm score

Per-arrest production harm score

~<

The more nuanced picture created by MTIBRBves that crimes against persons and crimes
against property comprised more than 10 percent of all MIDTF cases. A Level 4 search of
offenses related to arrests on MTIBRS indicates that crimes policed by MRDTF in FY14 and
FY15 included partner family membassaultshoplifting burglary and revocation of a
suspended or deferred senter@mup B offenses cited included probation violation, obstructing
a peace officer, under age tobacco consumption, and endangering the welfare of children.

o
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MRDTF 108 156 1 2 195 5 3 3 32 22 | 527
Percent 20.49 29.60 0.19 0.38| 37.00 0.95| 0.57 0.57| 6.07| 4.17| 100
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Of MRDTF offenses by primary classification,
between FY11 and FY13: MRDTF Drugs Associated with

i

Arrest

42.09 percent wer®r possession or )
FY11FY13 w=Sum of Marijuana

possession with intent

m Sum of Two

U 41.63 percent were for distribution summed
160 ® Sum of Unknown
U 7.91 percent were for production or
manufacture 140 m Sum of Other drugs
u 8. 37 wer e classi f 120 m Sum of Cocaine
Reporting standards between FY11 and FY1: 100 m Sum of Ecstasy
allow for an examination of the types of drugs
involved with each arrest. During that period: 89 m Sum of Three or
more
U Marijuana was implicated in MRDTF 60 m Sum of Meth
arrests 38.72 percent of the time.
40 m Sum of Heroin
U Meth constituted the second most
frequently involved drug in an arrest, a 20 = Sum of Mushroom
21.38 percent. Narcotics was the third w Sum of Narcofics
most prevalent substance 2819 0

FY1l FY12 FYi3
percent.

Between fiscal years 2014 and 2015, MTIBRS offers a medejnth perspective @l offenses
alleged of task force targetsther than solely classifications by primary offeri3ering those

years:

i

i

Possession and posses with intentcomprised 37 percent of all offeas
Charges related to drug paraphernalia totaled 29.6 percent
Group B offensesumrmed to 20.49 percent

Crimes @ainst personsomprsed 4.17 percent
Distribution charges reflected .38 percent of those filed

Crimesagainst propertycrimes summed to 6.07 percent

8 Total charges reflect two more than those tallied in the number of arrests fof¥B1
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There was a decrease in the numberases sent for adjudication between FY 14 Rwd5,

from 134 in FY14 to 95 the next yedMRDTF staff sayshe change resulted froannew focus
onfederal prosecutions, el asthose warrantingonspiacy and traffickingprosecutionsLike
other MJIDTF ommandersnterviewed for this analysidRDTF Commander Ryan Stratman

notes that existing reporting mechanisms fail to capture some ofkhethso r c e 6 s

victories, cdlaborations that lead to federal prosecutions

Eastern Montana Drug Task Force (EMDTF)
The Eastern Montana Drug Task Force (EMDTig-)omprised of Garfield, Rosebud,
Treasure, McCone, Dawson, Wibaux, Prairie, Custer, Powder Riveon Faid Carter

counties

Pol i ce
T Division of Criminal Investigation (DCI). The EMDTF jurisdictionatea encompasses
30,345 square miles, supporting approximately 42,409 pewjtlemedian household incomes
of $45,435DCI manages JAG funds on behalf of MBCC.

$3,000
$2,500
$2,000
$1,500
$1,000

$500

$0

mmm JAG cost per adjudication =====Number cases for adjudication

EMDTF JAG Ced3ér Adjudication

FY11

Me mber
Department,

FY12

FY13

agenci es

FY14

t he

Arrests DTF

total reported

across DTF cases to
EMDTF DTF Incidents | prosecution
FY11 32 79 31
FY12 41 97 41
FY13 44 102 48
FY14 59 74 46
FY15 23 37 50
Grand
Total 199 389 216
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JAG funding comprised
25.86 percenof all
s0 EMDTF revenue during
the FY11FY15
50 performance period. The
JAG fundedportion of
EMDTFO6s average

30 per adjudication was
$2,094 for the
20" performance period.
10
EMDTF staff reports that
0  the task force did not

FY15 upload all cases into
MTIBRS until mid 205.

This analysis, therefore, relies on
EMDTF selfreported arreshformation
when possible. That data indicate there
were 216 individuals taken into custody
by participating EMDTF law
enforcement agencies during the
reporting period. Taking 25.86 percent
JAG-funding ratiq which represents the
amount of JAG funding t&eMDTF as a
proportion of overall revenue
documented for this analysend
applying it to the number of self
reported cases for prosecutiodirates

bi ggest

i nclude t heMil€u€ityer Coun
R 0 s eviontasha Demadnment pf JuStitee r | f f
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that 56 EMDTF casesent to prosecutors for adjudicatibetween FY11 and FY lbere
supported by JAG.

Between FY11 and FY13:

i

[ et ent-A e ent- A entAN e en-E et

Possession and possession with intent comprised 64.96 percent of all arrests by primary
offense

Distribution totaled 19.66 percent of arrests by primary offense

Arrests by primary offense cl| adthosdmaded a s
Production and manufacture totaled 5.13 percent of arrests by primary offense
Marijuana involved in the largest proportion of EMDTF arrests, at 44.9 percent

Meth was listed as the drug involved with 31.36 percent of arrests by primary offense
Narcotics were involved in 14.41 percent of the cases filed

Two drugs were involved in nearly 7 percent of all cases

Less than 3 percent of arrests were for cocameetor more drugs, and unknown
substances

The chart below presents a breakddvam MTIBRS of the crimes reported by EMDTF to
MTIBRS for FY14 and FY15.
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FY15 Ol ae= @) o | Oa O E|Wocmc o o
EMDTF 45 33 3 25 2 1 2 13 81| 132
Percent | 34.09 25| 2.27 18.94| 1.52 0.76 1.52| 9.85| 6.06| 100

As the graph below portraying EMDTF hastores indicates, the evidersigggests the task
force filed progressively fewer distribution charges as a percentage of overall offenses
throughout the performance period.
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When asked about such findings,
EMDTF Harm Scores EMDTF Commander Jeff
Faycosh said the data presented
on MTIBRS is not reflective of
life on the ground because the

e . task force did not become fully

compliant with the MTIBRS

BMRDTF FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 [FYills .
Average system until FY15.
Per-arrest possession harm score

Per-arrest distribution harm score The reporting challenges are

Per-arrest production harm score evident in a discrepancy between

MTIBRS drug endangered

children intervention reports and

data produced by EMDTF reflective of that work. Rather than two endangered children charges
reflected on MTIBRS for FY14 and 15, EMDTF records provided by Faycosh 5halnug

endangered children cases involving 29 children in thaty®aw period. Such discrepancies and
their implications t o reteostsandlenefitButingdalle di scus
togethero section of this document.

EMDTF selfreported drugendangered children cases

Fiscal year Time range Total DEC casq Total children
2011 07/10/10-06/30/11 12 19
2012 07/01/11 ¢ 06/30/12 20 28
2013 07/01/12 ¢ 06/30/13 15 24
2014 07/01/13 ¢ 06/30/14 9 26
2015 07/01/14 ¢ 06/30/15 3 3

SouthwesMontana Drug Task Force (SWMDTF)

The Southwest Montana Drug Task Force (SWMDTF in FY 15 was comprised of

Silver Bow, Beaverhead, Anaconda Deer Lodge, Granite, Jefferson, Madison, and Powell

counties. Member agencies include the Madison Coaritye r i f f 6 s Depart ment at
Department of Justice Division of Criminal Investigation (DCI). The SWMDTF jurisdictional

area encompasses 16,293 square miles and its area in FY 15 housed roughly 82,88Bhgeople.

j ur i s diedian inaomeddsirintre fiveyear performance period total$d4,894.86.

The Montana Department of Justice Division of Criminal Investigation supervises SWMDTF
operations. The task force Commander Shane Hi
fringe are supported IYCI, as is a fultime administrative support position and a game

supervisor employed by DCI, who is classified for this analysis as a .1FTE. In addition to Butte
operations, officers during the performance period operated out of Madison and ArBeenda

Lodge counties.
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SWMDTF | Other Local DCI/FBI/Hard JAG Total
revenue match funded

Grand $739 $570,594 $583,050 $581,004 | $1,735,387

Total

Percent 0.04 32.88 33.60 33.48 100.00

JAG funding reflected 33.48 perceritadl documentedBased onthat percentage, the Byrne
Grant may be considered the primary funding source in 38 cases sent to adjudication during the
five-year performance period.

SWMDTF JAG Céxtr Adjudication
$60,000.00 60

$50,000.00 50
30

$40,000.00
$50,841.35 $10,594.51

$30,000.00

$20,000.00 iy $4’4g i
$10,000.00  $2,099.04 0
$0.00 — [ | | ] 0

FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15

mmm JAG Cost per adjudication ==@=Cases for adjudication

Largely because @ decline in the number eélf-reportedcasesent for adjudiation, from 25
in FY13 to twoin FY13, SWMDTF hadhe highest peadjudication average codtring the
performance periodf any other JAG task force in Montars$14,790.
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DTF reported | SWMDTF Commander

cases to Hight saidduring a July 13
SWMDTF | Incidents | Arrests prosecution | interviewwith CRG that
FY11 128 38 53| MTIBRS arrest numbers
FY12 93 41 26| e low eapocially
FY13 105 24 25 fiscal year1’3 data He
FY14 28 15 2| attributed the discrepancy
FY15 28 12 8| to two primary factors. The
Grand first is the task
Total 382 130 114] transition to MTIBRS.

Hight indicated that SWMDTF did not complete that transition until sometime in 2015. The
second factor, Hight said, may be attributed to a lackpufrteng mechanisms for tracking
federal charges filed as a result of collaborative efforts.

As indicated in the

Per-arrest possession harm score All MJDTF Harm Score graph to the left,

Per-arrest distribution harm score FY11FY15 V;T”ﬁ Sr\]NMDTF had
the highest cost per

adjudication during
the performance
period, it also

garnered the highest
proportionof
distribution charges

BMRDTF EMDTF MRDTF NWMDTF SWMDTF TATF  WCMDTF of any JAG
Average Average Average Average Average Average Average Supported task force

in the state.

Per-arrest production harm score

Between FY11 and FY13, SWMDTF arrests classified by primary offense indicate:

Forty one and half percent of arrests by primary offense were for distribution

Arrests for possession @possession with intent totaled 33.01 percent

Other comprised 16.5 percent of arrests by primary offense

Production and manufacture related offenses were related to 8.74 percent of arrests
SWMDTF had a higher proportion of narcotics related arrestahgrother MJDTFIn

fact, it was the only JAG supported task force to have a drug other than marijuana be the
most frequently cited

[ - enHiN anHEN enHiN enH

Between FY14 and FY15, MTIBRS data shows:

U Paraphernalia related charges comprised more than any other, at 36.84 pareeratiof
offenses

U Possession constituted the second most common offense, at 31.58 percent of offenses
documented
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U Distribution, production and weapons violations respectively each reflected 5.26 percent
of all offenses during the FY14 and FY15 reportingquer

West Central Montana Drug Task Force (WCMDTF)

The West Central Montana Drug Task Force (WCMDTF)is comprised of Missoula,

Ravalli, Mineral and Lake ounties as well as the dfthead Tribal Police Department.

Member agencies during the fl@mance period examined in this analysis includedvtssoula
County AttagrrneéyedRa@faffilae County Sheriffdos Offi
Office. T h e t a sjurisdictomacaee@rscompasses 7,693 square miles and supports a

popuktion of approximatelsL87,707 people. During the performance period, the median
household income in the WCMDTF jurisdiction w
Office oversees WCMDTF JA@Gperations

JAG funding for WCMDTF totale§634,351during the performance peripcbmprising 26
percent of all documentable revenue, not including forfeiture, which for the purposes of this
analysis is considered a cost off$ee¢portedorfeiture revenue for the entire perfance period
totaled $210,974

An application of the JAG funding overlay to WCMDTF reports, which show it sent 2,223 cases
to prosecutorssuggestshat 578 of all WCMDTF cases sent for adjudication during the
performance period could be attributed to JAG funding.

WCMDTFOs
WCMDTF avera@ JAG cost
JAG Cost Per Adjudication per adjudication was
$289.66 for the

$500.00 600 ,
performance period.
$400.00 500 That is the lowest
400 average cost
$300.00 reported among all
$200.00 300 task forces.
200
$100.00 100 Despite efforts to
parse out JAG
$0.00 0 outputs for this
FY11 FY12 FT14 FY15 analysis, the volume
mmmm JAG cost per adjudication ====Number cases for adjudication of cases adjudicated

in Missoula
Municipal Court byWCMDTF and the comparably low cost of sending a case to adjudication

® This sum imputes the number of cases to prosecutors for FY15. WCMDTF provided a significant amount of self
reported data. However, it did not have the number of cases to prosecutors for FY15. As such, researchers computed
the average number of cases tjuditation of all cases initiated between FY11 and FY14 and imputed an estimated
number for FY15. WCMDTF reported 3,348 cases opened in thay&arrspan, not including drugs or

paraphernalia reported lost or found. Of the 3,348 cases, 1,747 werer ggnsézution, totaling a 52.18 catse

prosecution rate. Applying that rate to the 888 cases opened in FY15 produced an estimate of 492 cases that would
have been sent to prosecutors in 2015.
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suggests that a sizeable portion of task force activity may be attributed to undetected support
through WCMDTFO6s partnership with the City of
outputs are reported together in the MTIBRS system, as was data provided by WCMDTF,
making it | i kel ycostpnoductivity@dy Derakribiged to thevunidentified

support. The chart below illustrates funding streams documented for this analysis.

WCMDTF | DCI/FBI/Hard | Local match HIDTA JAG Total
funded

Grand $524,635 $879,184 $421,594 | $634,351 | $2,459,764

Total

Percent 21.33 35.74 17.14 25.79 100

The average hourly rate documented for WCMDTF law enforcement, including with fringe, for
theperformance period was $40.21 per hour. In FY11 WCMDTF employed 2.17 law
enforcement officers, two at t h-BmeMvestigaoul a Cou
for the Flathead Indian Reservation Tribal Polit&he tribal investigator position was

eliminated in FY14 and FY15.

Between FY11 and FY14, juvenile cases comprised 17.96 percent of the total number sent for
adjudication by WCMDTF (335 of 1,865). Fifty one percent of WCMDTF cases during that
period were sent to Missoula Municipal Court,igthonly adjudicates misdemeanors. That

means that at least half of all charges filed my WCMDTF were misdemeanors; 28 percent of all
cases documeadiwere referred to county psecutors. The remaindeere referred for federal
prosecution.

With local maching funds, WCMDTF in FY11 allocated $64,688 to support a prosecutor with

the Missoula County Attorneyds Office and $18
JAG program for Missoula County prosecutorial staff declined to $50,815, stayirag kel

for FY13. The prosecutor positions were no longer funded in FY14 and FY15.

While WCMDTF had the lowest cost

All MIDTF Harm Score percaseto-adjudicationexpenseluring
FY11FY15 the performance period, it also garnered
_ the highest per arrest possession harm
Per-arrest possession harm score score, meaningossession constituted a
Per-arrest distribution harm score larger proportion of overall charges filed
Per-arrest production harm score than the other JAG funded task forces.

Similarly, WeMDTFOs per
distribution harm score was lower than

any other task force evaluated for this
M analysis.

EMDTF MRDTF NWMDTFSWMDTF TATF WCMDTF
Average Average Average Average Average Average

10 Subgrant narratives, interviews with WCMDTF.
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WCMDTF Arrests by Primary Offense
FY11FY13

m Sum of "Other" arrests
combined reports

Sum of

Possession/possession with

intent total number charges
FY11 FY12 across task force

For WCMDTF between FYland FY13:

U Possession and possession with intent comprised 90.68 percent of all arrests classified by
primary offense

U Distribution totaled 4.57 percent of all arrests by primary offense

0 Charges classified as fiOt hclagsiicatammount ed t o

U Production and manufacture totaled 1.95 percent of all arrests by primary offense

Between fiscal years 14 and 15, MTIBRS shows:

U Possession and possession with intent, in addition to possession of drug paraphernalia
charges, constituted 36 percenof all offenses

Group B offenses totade24.63 percent of charges

Crimes against property amounted to 10.5 percent of offenses

Crimes against persons constii4.13 percent of charges

Distribution totaled 2 percent of offenses

Weapongharges amounted to .63 percent of charges filed

Child endangerment totaled .13 percent of all charges

Drug production and manufacture reflected .13 percent of offenses

ot et e B S e et i

Tri-Agency Task Force (TATF)

The Tri-Agency Task Force (TAT'F) in 2015 was comprised #fill, Blaine, Phillips, Daniels,
Sheridan, Liberty, and Valley countiddember agencies alsocluded the FortBelknap and
Roc ky Bo yaeavatiomaddithe €ity of Havre. The TH- jurisdictional areauring the
performance period housed nearly@®) people Themedian annual income averaged among
the seven task force counties during the performance period was $44,8%hvradity Police
Department receive¥AG funds from MBCC.

TATF along with other Montana law enforcement agenoidiscal yar 15ended a federal
investigation on the Rocky Boy anai Belknap Indian reservations, and attavre, Butte, and
Great Fallsc a |l | e d-liné @rysta Ii HHi g h wa y1d fedetalandictrheatsl Actooding to
performance report data, all arrestplesaded or were founguilty.
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JAG contributed an estimated 52 percent to TTF operations during the performance period,
during which 630 arrests were reported through MBCC and MTIBRS. In light of the JAG
funding overlay, the Byrne Grant may be seen asaily responsible for 325 arrests. Data
reported from TATF to CRG for this analysis, meanwhile, indicates JAG funding was
responsible for sending 295 cases of the 567 filed to adjudication.

TATF during the
performance period
had an average cost
percase to
adjudication of
$1,365.

The hourly rate of
pay for a TATF
officer was

$907 $790 calculated to be
$28.70, including
COSTS PER CASE TO ADJUDICATIORYES11 fringe. (Based on
analyses of budget
JAG cost per adjudication e====Number cases for adjudication narratives submitted
to MBCC and sub
grant history reports generated by MBCC.) Operational expensesnekerded in the loaded
resource units, which ranged from a low hourly cost of $39.33 in FY12 to a high of $53.39 in
FY14.

The number of TATF selfeported cases to adjudication totaled 542 for the performance period.
Coupled with the JAG funding portiaf overall revenue, 51.52 percent, JAG may be
considered responsible for sending 279 TATF cases to prosecutors.

As the chart below indicates, TATF ceased receiving funding from the Federal Bureau of

Investigation after 2011. That contributionisrefect i n t he fAot her 0 categor
received an increase in funding in FY12 and also in FY15, with the addition of Valley County

and an associated detective in Glasgow.

Despite a decline TATF Local DCI/FBI/Hard | Other JAG Total

in overall funding match funded from revenue | Funding

in FY13, marking local agencies

a decrease of 22 contribution

percent from FY11 $79,830 $55,250| $186,270) $321,350
FY12, the task FY12 $151,873| $3,676 $183,490 $339,038
force increased the| FY13 | $77,354 | $69,414 $97,647 | $244,415
number of cases it | FY14 | $80,270 | $8,573 $9,085 | $97,647 | $195,576
sent to FY15 $157,830] $8,690 $180,884| $347,403
adjudication by 57 | Total $547,157| $90,353 $64,335| $745,937| $1,447,782
percent, from 8 | Percent| 37.79 6.24 4.44 51.52 100
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fiscal year 12 to 137 in FY13.

Within the TATF jurisdiction between FY11 and FY12:

i
i
i
i
DTF
reported
cases to
TATF prosecution | Arrests | Incidents
FY1l1 101 70 172
FY12 87 82 188
FY13 126 76 206
FY14 126 196 191
FY15 116 206 239
Total 542 630 996

While the number of
arrests increased, it
appears from MTIBRS
and MBCC data that
the quality of arrests
declined. As illustrated
inthegrapm TATF
Harm or es, 0
f or cedirsst pet

declined from a high of
3.78in FY121t0 .22 in
FY14 to 1.04 in FY15.
That decline indicates
that fewer individuals
were detained for
distribution as a

percentage of total arrests.
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47.16 percent of arrests by primary offense were related to possession

38.43 percent of arrests by primary offense were for distribution

10.49 percentof arrestspyr i mary of fense were cl assi
3.93 percent of arrests by primary offenses were for production or manufacture

In FY14 and FY15:

U Paraphernalia constituted the most
frequently cited offense, &tl.13 percent

U Group B charges were the second most
frequently cited vitation, at 30.76 percent

U Possession and possession with intent
comprised 23.04 percent of all charges

U Crimes against persons totaled 4p29cent
of all offenses

U Crimes against property comprised 3.92
percent

U Distribution charges sumrddo 3.68 percent

U Group B endangering the welfare of children
totaled .12 percent

TATF Harm Scores

Per-arrest possession harm score
Per-arrest distribution harm score
Per-arrest production harm score

e

FY12 S FY14

fi

ed



Perarres Perarrest Perarrest
possession harm | distribution harm | production harm

TATF score score score

FY11 1.608429 3.685714 0.371571

FY12 1.830732 3.77561 0.105732

FY13 2.469079 2.489474 0.570395

FY14 2.063724 0.219388 0.044235

FY15 1.842087 1.043689 0.042087

Identificationof program outputs

This reportdraws fromthe MIDTF mission statemeand JAGcrime-fighting directives to
identify four desired taslkorce cost objectivegSeepage 1Xor a discussion about how cost
objectives were identifiedThe four cost objectives serve as a means for classifying
performance and also a fitaam for monetizingoutputs.Because of the propensity for addiction
to becarriedforwardto the next generatigfiNurco et al.1999xhe number of endangered
childreninterventions conducted @ategorizedinderthe objectivei Reduci ng t
demand of dangerousutsp for instanceThe number of arrests for crimes against property
meawwhile, is classified under Objectivet o

fiDecr ease

Drug

Rel

Cohen in 2009 posited that adult career offenders cofirtcrimes per year at the height of
their productivity,spanningoughly six yearsln hisexaminatiorof data compiled from

offendes in Washington D.C., Detroit, and state prisons in CalifpiMiahigan, and Texas,

Cohen foundhat the average6 year old in a cohort of 6,157 Philadelphia offendheics
committed betweedl and 47.8 offensgseceding the incarceratioA.c c or di n g
analysis, only roughly 13 percent of the overall offenses committed blyigiisisk subgroup

involved a police intervention.

he supp
ated Cr
to Cohe

Such findings indicate that the acts of career criminals more often than not go undetected.
C o h e(B06Bestimates of the external economic costs incurred by a career offender would be

$1.

98

mi || i

on

n 2017

dol |

ar s.

DelLi

S i

and

incurred by a lifetime offendext what would be $1.55 million todajranslated fothe purposes
of this analysisanargument can be madéat intervening in a career crimia Istansis to
significantly curb costs to victimstitutions,and society.

Thereare challenges associated with applying such findings here, howeweipalamong

them are dta limitationsIn FY14 and FY15, it is possible through MTIBRS to identify whether

an alleged offender was taken into custody on a warrant oowtithprevious incident report
But detailed kowledge of at what point in the crime oyeh arrest was maderhether a
victimization was prevented, for exampie]acking, and with it the possibility of directly
itemizingcost savings that may have resultiesn a JAG task force interventioRurther

confoundinghe effortto quantify the value of MIDTF interventioissthe absencef

comprehensive offenderformationregarding task force targets

Gat

Armed with dataon specific offenders, it would be possible to estimate the value of intervening

in offendercrime trajectoris. Absent thisand seeking strategies capable of putting a monetary
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value to MIDTF outputsCRG provided estimates of the economic value that would have been
provided to victim$iad onecrime been interqpied. This strategy constitutasneans for

estimaing the potential economic value inherent to MJDTF interventionslimbited, however,

in thatthis approacipresents only hypothetical scenarios based on the best estimates of harm
thatmayhave been averted to victims. Because of the uncertain rudtilvis procedure, only
potential savings accrued to crime victims is calculated. The overall institutional and societal
benefits that could be attributed to MIJDTF work, incarcerating chronic offenders and ensuring
they no longer can engage in criminal\aty, for instance, is not included in calculations used

to estmate benefits

Regarding the monetization of drug offenses, a review of the academic literature fails to produce
a direct monetary benefit for incarcerating individuals for possessioteocofsaarcotics.

Indeed, there is a growing body of evidence that suggesfstingdrug offenders who engage in

no other criminal behaviors beyond narcotic consumpta®s not constitute a cestfective

strategy for crime preventiofBenson 2008; Benson et al. 1992; Sollars 18@2Zeimko and

Levitt 2009 That perspective, coupled with the lack of direct monetary damage incurred to
victims related to the transfer of drugs absent violence, prompted a decision to assign no victim
harm vdue to possession, manufacture, and distribution offenses.

In the following sectionMTIBRS and MBCCdatawas called upon to exploMJDTF outputs

A brief discussion about the monetary value of MJIDTF work is provided below, with a more

detailed explorai on of task force financi al i mpacts in
costsand befiei t s sectiono of this document.

Objective 1 Decrease drueelated crime

There isa debatén the criminological literature regarding the extent to whinlng use and

crime are linked. Often cited in this debate is20864 Bureau of Justid®JS) StatisticSurvey

of Inmates in State and Federal Correctional Facilitidschfound that 17 percent of state
prisoners committed thedrime to obtain money fadrugs BJS findings (20023lso showthat
roughlya quarter of convicted property anaid offenders in local jailsn 2002committed their
crimes to get money for drugRespected thinkers in the criminology domain hold that there is a
direct link betwen heavy drug use and crinf&oldstein 1985¢Chaiken and Chaiken 1982

While data showthat drug users often commit crimbe issue of causation, whether drug use
causes unlawful behavior, constitutes the subject of multiple academic gdpresisone

school of thought that argues (Benson and Rasmussen 1996; Kim (1993) that tiveoe are t
distinct groups of drug userthe largest of which commits no crime beyond that involved with
narcoticsKim et al.(1993)specificallyfound through a review ohée criminal records

belonging to nearly 46,000 individuals arrested in Florida in 1987 for drug crimes that 76 percent
had no previouarrests foviolent felony crimes, more than 80 percent had no burglary or grand
larceny arrests, and more than 90 petrbal not been arrested for property theft. (Kim et al.
1993 p. 181)Langan and Cunniff (1992), meanwhile, found that feldrug offendersreleased
from prisonand rearrested for another offengeremost frequentlyetainedor another drug
offense ratherthana property crime or one associated with violence
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Bensomand Rasmussen (19969sitthat criminal behavior most often precedes drug use and it is
through the criminal subculture that individuals become habituated to naréoc6. c our s e, i
the individual later becomes addicted, his or her preferences may change and at that point the
6dr-cagsecr i med rel ati onshi p (Bansgnfand Rasmlissen 1996me i nt o
Sect. 3).

For this analysishe extentto whichMJDTFsactivitiesaffect drugrelated crime isneasured in
threemetrics, property offense rat&stoup B offenses, and arrest quality scofesrsons crime
and narcotieelated violence fall under Objective Bddress Narcotic Related Violernce

Objective 1. Metric 1

Crimes against property

Calculationdor this analysisuggest that 291 MJDTiRvolved property crimes occurred
between FY11 and FY15. MTIBRS data indicates that the four most fréyjasat crimes
against property wetr theft, shoplifting, criminal mischieburglary, and robbery.

Fifty percent ofpropertyoffenses were related theft and shopliftingor an estimated 146
arrests related to such crimestween FY11 and FY1®8isdemeanor iminal mischief, which
involvesthe intentional destruction or taeningof property,was the third most commonly cited
charge constituting 14 percewif those reported to MTIBRIB FY14 and FY15Applying that
percentage to the performance perr@dults in an estimate df. arrests related tsuchoffenses
during thereporting periodAt 13 percent, burglary was the foummost frequently involved
crime against propertyielding an estimate38 offensesRobbery was involved in 7 percewit

all MIDTF property crime relatedrrestdetween 2014 and 2016r an estimated 2frrestdor
the performance perio@ther crimes against propeitcluded counterfeiting, embezzlement,
credit card fraud, unauthorized use of a motor vehicle, and pickpocketing.

The total potential benefit in MIDTF work policingoperty crimes yielded a potential value of

$425,028 with the JAG portion of that benefitfi 44,509 (More on how these sums were

calculatedan be found in the APutenef§itsoakbkectogeaet i
document.

Objective 1: Metric 2

Group B offenses

Group B offenses includidoseassociated with writip bad checkdiquor law violations,

disorderly conductand nonviolent family flenses. This offenses category incluttes crime of
misdemeanor endangering the welfare of chitldwhich has been removed from this metric to

be discussedi®@bj ecti ve 4, to AReduce the.Obimpply and
estimatedhat MIJDTFs made 67Group B arrestduring the performance period.

While recent crime costing literatureteugh to find, estimates of the societal, institutional, and

victim costs associated with misdemeanor crimes arereeeasparseAo s e ®00B 1 . 6 s
estimates of the total costs associated with poliamdjadjudicatingnisdemeanor crimes

translated to 2017 currency would yieltbgal cost of $1,76%esulting from the typical

misdemeanor offenga Washington Statdf he Santa Fe Community Found
opiate crime in that city, meanwhile, found while makiigpough esti mateo t hat
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costs of booking 100 such defendants for a range of misdemeanor offenses, including property
crimes and paraphernalia related charges between 2010 and 2012 totalpdr&#der

(Rand 2013)An analysis olirginia Adult Drug Treatment Courts found the average arrest and
adjudication costs for a control group totald@4in 2012, a sum that would amount tb3®
today.(Cheesmanetal. 20130s et al . 6s (2006) estimated cos
arrest in Washigton State meanwhile would sum to $388 in 2017.

Thosenumbes may be contrasted witihe total costs associated witheJAG misdemeanor
arrest. The average cost of a Montana Byrne Grant supported MJDTF arrest during the
performance period totaled $3(bgrior to adjudication ancpunitive sanctionswith the JAG
portion of that costs being $1,19%hile misdemeanor cases may be filed against an offender
also subject to felony chargebetostcomparisos itemized aboveuggest that the total
expenses agciated with JAG officers makingisdemeanor arrestioes not constituténé best
use of Byrne GramesourcesWith that said, it is also important to nalat the task force with
the highest proportion of misdemeanor arrests, WCMDTF, came in at tlentbof the cost
spectrum, averaging $289.86JAG supported costs per case to adjudicdtiothe fiveyear
study period.

Objective 1. Metric 3

Arrest quality scores

Statutory sentencing directives were used to create an index capable wifimgghsough
objective meanthe harm incurred by specific types of crimg&herman 2013; Applied
Research Services 201#enalties incurred by offenders sentenced on minor marijuana
possession charges, for example, versus distribution of dangerous drugssigmed a score
based on sgencing guidelines. Crimes with longeaximum jail or prison senteneeeceived
higher scoresas did those offenses carrying relatively higiree amouns. On the MIDTF
Harm Index, the highest ranked drug offenses inclymeation of a clanektine laboratory, with
a harm score of 13, criminal advertisemenamimitation dangerous drug, assigned a harm
score ofl1, and production or mafacture of dangerous drugs, which earned.@rDrug
possession garneracharm scoref 4.17 and felony criminal child endangesnt a 10. Narcotic
paraphernalia charges received a scotk of

MJIDTF index scores ateased on MBCC and MTIBRS reporting gmavided herdor all task
forces.A more detailed conversation about individual task force harm sisodescussed in the
ATas k f or sedionpfrthtss ddcdmerg. 0

As indicated in the grapbelow, WCMDTF and EMDTF had the highest possession harm
scores, meaning they arrestadre ndividuals for possessiemelated offenses as a percentage of
their overall arrests than any other task foréesording toMBCC reports, 90.68 percent of
primary charges by arrest for WCMDTF in FY-FY 13 were for possession and possession with
intent; 457 percent were for distribution, and 1.95 percent for manufacture.
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SWMDTF has
All MIDTF Harm Score the highest per

FY11FY15 arrest distribution

score, meaning it
arrests more
individuals for
distribution as a
percentage of
overall arrests
than any other
task force, while
detainhg a fewer
number of people
for possession
related offenses.

Per-arrest possession harm scose=Per-arrest distribution harm score

Per-arrest production harm score Paraphernalia per-arrest harm

SWMDTF
reported 41.5
percent of its
arrests were for
distribution, and
8.74 percent were
for production

and manufacture.
EMDTF MRDTF NWMDTF SWMDTF TATF Average WCMDTF
Average Average Average Average Average

In light of

SWMDTF comparably high quality arrests, it should be nttatthe task forckas the highest

average JAG cost per case to adjudication anaohg MIJDTFs. Siwdddarlests JAG
costs average#il4,790for the performance periodVCMDTF had the lowest JAG peas-to-
adjudicationcost averaging $20 between FY1 and FY15

Obijective 2 Disrupt and dismantle entities that manufacture, sell, and traffic in
unlawful narcotics

Objective 2is measured ifour metrics The firstindicator comes fromarrest dataetailing the
number of individualsarrestedor manufacturgsak, and distributionThesecond icash
forfeitedto MIDTFs. The thirenetricis the number of gangand drug trafficking organizations
disruptedand dismantled. &w enforcement officer training hours amnaininglogged by
individuals ouside of MJDTFs constitutes the fourth metric

Objective 2 Metric 1

Arrests for manufacture, sale, and distribution

Drug task force operateon principles of impulseresponse analysis. Interdiction activities serve

as the impulse, whickhouldtrigger fluctuations in drug pricegonsideredhe response

(National Resource Council (NRC)). The idea is that interventions occur and the consequences
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can be observedraditional economic analysis predicts that if interdiction and domestic
enforcement succeed reducing the supply of drugs, then drug prices wak riand consumption
will fal (NRC P . THis4éupply.awd demand model of drug policiagonsistentith the
economic approach, which is premised on the idea that both drug traffickers andehsigre
rational actorgNRC 2001).

Arrest datacompiled for this analysiseflective of all MIDTF activityndicates

U Between fiscal years 2011 and 2013, distribution totaled 17.14 percent of arrests
categorized by primary offense.

U Between fiscayears 2011 and 2013, production and manufacture constituted 4.13
percent of arrests classified by primary offense.

0 In fiscal years 2014 and 28, distribution constituted 2 percent of all chargés

U In fiscal years FY14 and FY15, praction or manufactureotaled .49ercent of all
charges.

Objective 2 Metric 2

Cash forfeiture sums

Forfeiture may be used for equipment purchases, extraordinary costs, such as for recording
devices and cameraand also capital expenséarfeiture revenuenay also be usetd

supplement latr expensed=rom the eonomic perspectivdorfeiture is considered transfer

payment, meaning that money is exchanged but not goods or sefivitces. t he economy
whole, (transfer paymentsgre neither costs nor benefits, only parthef pattern of distributing

t he aggregat e 192. 6al thisreason, fofféuresishnat icounted in the benefits
column of the economic analysis.

Instead forfeiture is coceptualizeds a deterrent against criminal behaviBowles et al.
2000).Because forfeiture sums included here do not include proceeds generated by property
seizureand thereforshould be considereakconservativeestimates

Financial records compiled for this evaluation sHéw:

U MJDTFs during the fivegrearperformance period received $2.832 million in forfeiture
proceedsor nearly 18 percent of all revenue

0 NWMDTF yielded more in forfeiture than any other task force, $1rhBi&n

U MRDTF generated the second largest forfeiture sum for the performance, [$4ril77
million

iU WCMDTF, at $210,974, reported the third highest amount of forfeiture throutiteofive-
year evaluation window

12 Cash forfeitire sums reported in annual sgitant history reports to MBCC and, in the case of WCMDTF, quarterly narratives
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All Forfeiture
MJIDTF revenue
BMRDTF $3,069.89
EMDTF $38,500.17,
MRDTF $1,176,895.87%
NWMDTF | $1,187,875.84
SWMDTF $18,864.16
TATF $196,080.6(
WCMDTF $210,973.74
Total $2,832,260.27

Mont anads

Il t 6s

not abl

e

t hat

SWMDTF

reports

forfeiture revenue and the highest-aeljudiation cost of any

t ask

force.

A revi

ew of

SWMDTFOs

spending showthe task force dedicated a greater proportion of
its funding to operational expendésan did the other task

forces (38 percentp u ¢ h
historysuggestthat SWMDTF, with less forfeiture revenue

than the other task forcesascomparablymore reliant on

grantrelated support.

account s

of

Whenevaluatingfuturefunding levels for MJDTFs
policymakers should conteplate the effect a 2015 change to

MJIDTF commanders repattie new requirement is makingnore difficult to engage in
forfeiture. The significant role forfeiture played in offsetting operational and capital expenditures
during the performance period suggests that securing funding foritiveséments will present

challenges in the wake dfis statutory change.

Objective 2 Metric 3
Gangsand drug trafficking organizations disrupted
Objective 2: Metric 3s representative of core MIDTF directives articulated in the mission
statementspecifically, fito identify, target, and address those involved in drug trafficking,

manufactur.i

ng,

and/ or

vi ol

Metricsused b measure this output categamglude!3

ence.

0

U The number of drug trafficking or other entrepreneurial gangs disrupted
U Thenumber of drug trafficking organizations, gangs, and money laundering organizations

dismantled
U The number of drug trafficking organizations disrupted

Drug Drug
trafficking trafficking
Gangs . R .
: Disrupted organizations,| organizations
disrupted or i .
dismantled trafficking or gangs, money| dlsr_upted
FY11-FY15 | other laundering during the
entrepreneurial | orgs reporting
gangs dismantled period Total
FY1l1 0 14 16 30
FY12 3 8 26 37
FY13 3 7 18 28
FY14 1 11 9 21
FY15 0 6 8 14
Grand Total 7 46 77 130

13 All data presented in the gangs disrupted section is compiled from quarterly performance narratives and aggregatgddry fiscal
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As detailed in the chart above, MJDTieported the lowest number of drug trafficking,
organizations and gangs disrupted in FY15. There were 14 reported organized entities disrupted
that year, down from a high of 37 in FY12. FY12 also markecigh point in JAG funding

between FY11 and FY19hefgangs disruptanimetrics, which aranot subject to

inconsistencies related to the transition to MTIBRS, indicates task fioré&s15 did not

performthis central elemd of their mission as successfully as in the earlier years of the
performance péod.

Objective 2 Metric 4
Internal and external training hours
This metric is measured in two parts:

1 Objective 2 Metric 4(a) - Training hours receivebdy MJDTF officers
1 Objective 2: Metric 4 (p- Training hours provided to individuals outsideMdDTF
organizations

Objective 2: Metric 4 (a) - Training hours provided to individuals outside of the
organization

Performance reports from FY13 and FY14 indicate 1849 individual§rom outside of JAG
affiliated organizations were trained bfficerssupported by the Byrne Grafthose sums show
that a otal of .76 hours of training per person outside of the organizatamprovidedor that
two-year period.

Imputingcalculationsdased orexpenditurebetween 2012 and 2014 to tlemainingthree
yearsof the performance period produces an estimaB89df4 hours of training provided to
individuals ouside of the organization annuallyor the fiveyear periodan estimatedotal of
1,957 hours of trainingvould beprovided to individuals dside of the organization

Training is typically provided at no cost to outside law enforcement agencies, making
monetization of this service an inexact enterprise. To provide an estimate of the value associated
with such efforts, CRG took the average sala a law enforcement officer including fringe

compiled from a review of MIDTF records, $30.91, and multiplied it by the hours of training
provided to individuals outside of MJIDTF organizations. This calculation produced an estimate
of the value of MJDTRraining to individuals outside of the organization of $60,491. With the

34 percent JAG funding overlay, the value of individuals trained from outside of the organization
is estimatedo be $20,566.94.

Objective 2: Metric 4 (b) Training hours received byMJDTF officers

Between fiscal years 2012 and 2014, 171 JAG affiliated law enforcement agency staffers
received 3,418 hours of training on drug interdiction, gang policing, and other M#Dated
endeavors. The 20122014 period is the only one in whishJDTFs reported hours invested in
training alongside individuals trained. Metrics provided in thatyear period, therefore, serve
as the basis for calculating the number of training hours received per person throughout the
performance period.
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Basedon data indicating that 171 law enforcement personnel received a total of 3,418 hours of
training between 2012 and 2014, it was estimated that a FTE receives an average of 20 hours of
training annually. Performance reports show that 654 individuals veened between 2010 and
2012. In fiscal years 13, 14, and 15, the quarterly performance submissions show 4,480 hours
total invested in training, with 3,418 of those hours dedicated to law enforcement.

The benefits associated with providing task form@sprehensive training on drug interdiction is
to produce officers who are more capable of better assembling, preserving, and presenting
evidence (Rhodez009. The value of training for JAG officers is thatntreassethe likelihood

of conviction and &lo prison sentences, therahgre effectively disruptingnd dismantling
entities that traffic, manufacture, and sell contrabdihé.increased training should be reflected
in case quality generated by task forces. As siehyalue of outputs producéadough

increased MJDTF trainingre explored in sections of thisporton arrest quality and outcomes

Objective 2 Metric 5

Information sharing and collaboration

The aademic literature exploring the efficacytbé multijurisdictional nature of task foes

highlights collaboration agamong their greatest valué€oldren et al. 1993 and Smith et al.
2000).In Montanafribal, local, state, and federal agen@emetogethemwith JAG supporto
streamline communication. Functionally, too, there are distianefits to be gained from

bringing together representatives from across the criminal justice system, including prosecutors
who routinely participate in drug task force activities. (In the context of this analysis, the
prosecutorial partnership is refted most irthe JAG contribution to a deputy county attorney

and associated administrative staff in WCMDTF during fiscal years 2011 through 2013).

Similarly, aprimary rationale behind MJDTF operations is that tingyroveinformation

sharing acrosagency and jurisdictiondloundariesRhodes et aR009 Mazerolle et al. 2007;
Frantzan in 2009; Levine and Martin 199%ontana garterly performance reports only
sporadically documented information sharing metiiasng the performance period, howeve

For example,ite number of weapons traced through the Bureau of Alcoholkc€oland
Explosiveswas only chronicled for a portion of the performance period. Beyond textual accounts
of intelligence sharing offered in performance reports and informatferedfby MJDTF
commanders during interviews for this inquiry, which are explored in more detail in MIDTF
profiles portion of this document, the only consistent information sharing metric available
(through quarterly performance reports to the Bureau oicéuassistance (BJA)) was the
number of firearms entered into the National Integrated Ballistic Information Network (NIBIN).

The collaboration and information sharimgtric is measured in two parts:

1 Objective 2: Metric 5 (a) Firearm serial numbemntered in the NIBIN
1 Objective 2: Metric 5 (b) The frequency of MIDTF intelligence meetings

Obijective 2: Metric 5 (a) Firearm serial numbers entered into the NIBIN

U Between FY11 and FY15, serial numbers belongintBofirearms were entered inddiBIN
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U During the tweyear periodvhenNIBIN serial number matches were tracked by BJA,
Between July 1, 2010 and June 30, 220 hits were returned.

Objective 2: Metric 5 (b) Intelligence meetings among task force partners

Literature shows among timeod consistent benefits task forces produdeis el i mi nat e
has beemeferred to as thé s i fleatd areong law enforcement agencibat can hinder
investigations(Borakove et al2015. There were nmumeric indicatorén place consistently
throughout the performance period capableasfsistently measuring collaboration among
MJIDTFs however This metric is therefore analyzed from a qualitative perspective, based on
interviews with MJDTF commanderBecause the benefits of collaboration amteased
communication should be born out in the quality of MJDTF cases produced, this metric is
monetized in the arrest section of this analysis.

Interviews with MIDTF commanders indicabat three of six task forces hold regular
intelligence meetingsAs reported by task force commanders:

1 MRDTF reports holding more intelligence meetings than any other task force, including
weekly gatherings in Helena aBdzeman MRDTF also meets weekly witbfficers
from Gallatin Countythe Bozeman Police DepartmigiMontana State Universityhe
Belgrade Polic®epartmentthe Federal Bureau of Investigation, and the Montana
Highway Patrol.

1 NWMDTF Commander Mark Mulcahy said that while he meets once a week with
officers fromLake and Flathhead countjdse doesiot conveneegular intellegence
meetings among all NWMDTF agencies.

1 WCMDTF Commander Jeremiah Peterson saysMhsgoula task force officers
routinely share intelligencéjs taskforce does not routinely holdeetinggor all
participating agenciescludingMineral and Lake counties.

1 EMDTF convenes members at monthly meetiaijgnded by Montana Highway Patrol,
the U.S. Border Patrol, the Montana Analysis and Technical Information Center
(MATIC) at the Montana Department of Justice, and the MorDemartment of
Probation and Parole.

1 SWMDTF reports holding quarterlgtelligence meetings

1 TATF Commander CJ Reichelt says thattask force does not hold regular intelligence
meetings.
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Objective 3 Address narcoticelated violence
Thenarcoticrelated volence domain is measured in three metrics, the number of guns seized,
weapongelated criminal charges filed, and the number of arrests for violent crimes

Objective 3 Metric 1

Weaponsseized

Quarterly perfomance reports provided BYBCC show tha#t18firearms were seizelly

MJDTFs during the performance peri@hsed ortheaverage price derivddom the Firearms

Price Guide detailing the average valu&®? weapons, including Sturm, Ruger & Co., Glock
Firearms and Remingtothe \alue ofeach weapon seizefliring the performance periasl

estimated to be $399. The total cash value of weapons seized, theref2v®, 198 With the

JAG funding overlay, that sum $3876.Because weapons seizures may be considered a
transfer paymet, meaning that resources are exchanged but not goods or services, the value of
weapons seized is not counted in the benefits column forming thbearefit ratio

Objective 3: Metric 2

Weapons offenses

Weapons offenses tracked on MTIBRS incladisdemeanocarrying a concealed weapon,
felony possession of an explosive deviaedfelony possession of a firearm by a convicted
personMTIBRS dataindicates there were 2teapongelated offensem FY14 and FY15It is
therefore estimated that thewere 28 weaponreelated arrestduring the performance period.

Obijective 3. Metric 3

Crimes against persons

Between FY14 and FY13,.37percent of all MIDTF offensegere associad with crimes
against persond 24 out of 2,835 total chargesThis pecentage was appligd the total number
of arrests during that perigd487)to estimate thathere were roughly 38rimes against person
arresteach yeaof the performance periaésulting in162total persons crime arrests between
FY11l and FY15

Data for fiscal years 14 and 15 shawe most frequentlgharged crime against pers@rmong
all MIDTFs wagartner family member assa(iRFMA). The number of PFMA crimes as
perentage of overalpersonoffensedor the peformance period is estimatéa be32 percent
or 52 arrests related to that crime

Resisting arrest wabie second most frequently cited offensenstititing 20 percent of charges

filed in FY14 and FY15Assault with a weapon was ttierd most frequent crime, at Jpércent

or related toan estimate@3 arrestbetween 2011 and 2015elony eiminal endangerment
involvingtheh sub st anti al ri sk of deat ¢tommised Spercento u s
of all crimes agairtgperson charges, an estimated5 arrests fothe performance period
(MontanaCodeAnnotated45-5-207). Assault with a weapon wake third most frequently cited

task forcepersonoffense with the total numbeof weapongelated assault arreststimated to

be23.

There were an estimated dfimes againstpersossl assi fi ed as Aot hero
the small percentage of the overall proportion of MJBelved crimesTheyinclude

a7

b

or



statutory rape (1); assault on a minor (1); assaul peace officer (1), and unlawful restraint
(5), among others.

Crimes against persons are assigned a monetary value based on the academic literature detailing
expenses incurred to victims resulting from such events. The most frequent task force offense
against persons, partner family member asseas valued at $5,305 based on Cohen and

Pi q u €008)éstimate of the harm that would be incurred to the victim of a simple assault.

The value of intervening in a victimization of that nature was multiplied by the total number of
estimated arrests egkbd to PFMAfrom the performance period, 52, to arrive at a total potential
benefit of $275,801. With the JAG overlay, the Byrne Grant may be seen as responsible for
$93,772 of the benefits of preventing such instances.

Assault with a weapon, the thindost frequently cited task force offenses valued in a similar

manner. This crime was assigned a value 8f&Xper incident based on an average of Aos et

a | (2@9% monetization of harm incurred to victims of aggravated assk6t102j n tsoday 6
currency, Co h(2009)desigdate® dosy forahe satne crjifié3,623 in 2017, and

McCol listerdéds (2010) est i maThethreewadtountshofthewabtay wo
incurred to victims of aggravated assaw#ated an average valthat wasipplied to the total

numbe of estimated arrests related to assault with a weapon for the performance period, 23. That
calculationproducel a value of $527,763. With the JAG overlay, such interventions would be

worth $179,440.

Crimes againstgor sons c¢l assified as fiother, 0 including
negligent endangerment (1): assault on a peace officer (1), and unlawful restranet€5),

val ued at $5, 305 each, accordi ngsihpeasSauhen and
The calculation yields a societal benefit of $2¥9,4f which $73,260 could be attributed to the

Byrne Grant.

Absent identifiable harm incurred by resisting arrest and criminal endangerment, no
monetization was made for those offenses. Costs to victims of the crimes itemized above are
estimated to b&1,033million total. With the JAG funding overlay, the valuesasiated with
intervening in crimes against persons would $8%1,153

Objective 4 Reduce the supply and demand of dangerous drugs
The premise supporting continued funding of MJIDTF operations is that by increasing
cooperation and coordination amofayv enforcement agencies, there will geater reductions
in the supply of and dematrfior illicit drugs than the public would otherwise experienthis
objectivedomain is measured in endangered children interventions, drugs $evesdle drug
charge, possession arrestsdcommunity events

Obijective 4. Metric 1

Endangered children interventions

Children exposed early to crime and addiction are placed at a giskteta criminal career
(Cohen and Piquero 2008y disrupting a family that noralizes drug abuse and crime, a
reoriented child may be deterred from drugs involvement. As crime and delinquency carry
significant costs to taxpayers, helping to steer a child away from addiction or criminality may
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constitute the greatest economic benafitduced by MIDTFs.

Evaluations ofeports submitted to MBCC shaat MJDTFs intervened in at le&80drug
endangered children cases between FY11 and RYisSunclear to what extent those
interventions produced the lotgrm removal of a child from a drugvolved home. Similarly,

the number of cases reported are not consistently reflective of the number of children involved
with each case.

For a variey of reasonsglata collected present an uncertain basis for estimating closely the
economic value of endangered children interventions. One of the challenges stems from a new
law created in 2013, felony criminal child endangerment, which made subjectiilg s drug

sales or manufacture a violation punishable @ydars in prison and$50,000 fine. Thehange

gave law enforcement and child welfare workers more tools with which to holdrdmiged

parents accountable, but it compounded already egidtaita challenges.

Prior to the change, MJDTFs were commonly left to rely on another statdsngering welfare
of children,which, a& expressed iMontana Code Annotateth-5-622, makes it a misdemeanor
for an adult supervising a minor to expose th&dlo methamphetamine, its precursors, and
relatedparaphernalia during first or second offense. A third violation of -$5622 is a felony.
MJIDTF selfreports to MBChetween 2011 and 20t8ed 233 cases whichMCA 45-5-622
were cited Twenty five offenses in violation of that statute were reported to MTIBRS in FY14
and FY15. Two cases of felony drug endangerment were reported via MTIBRS in FY14 and
FY15.To what extenainy ofthose charges set in motion the removal of a-éndangeredhild
from homes or other interventions capable of setting a juvenile on a better trajectory,
interventions identified bZohen andPiquero(2009)and others as financially significant, is
unknown.

Tallying the value of MIJDTRvork with drugendangered dldrenwas further complicated by
interviews withMJDTF commanderand administrators who indicated that during the transition
to MTIBRStask forceoutput metrics including arresumbers were underrepresented.

Inconsistenciebetween task force repotts CRG and those presented on MTIBRS parduce

di fferent accounts. Thatods especially apparen
actiity in FY14 and FY15 Rat her than two endangered chil
reflected on MTIBRS for EMDTIEountiesn FY14 andFY15, EMDTF records show 12 drug

endangered children cases involvingc®@dren during that period

EMDTF selfreported drugendangered children cases

Fiscal year Time range Total DEC casqg Total children
2011 07/10/10- 06/30/11 12 19
2012 07/01/11 ¢ 06/30/12 20 28
2013 07/01/12 ¢ 06/30/13 15 24
2014 07/01/13 ¢ 06/30/14 9 26
2015 07/01/14 ¢ 06/30/15 3 3
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In light of data challenges, the value of MJDTF drug endangered children intervemboited
here should be interpretédoadly Based orMTIBRS datathatshowsthattwo casesnvolving
felony drug endangered childrenFY14 and FY15, an assumption was m#us one child
engenderment charge capable of triggering the removal of a child from a drug endangered
environment ocurred for each year of the performance petiioat five such interventions
occurred.

The remainin@55endangered children casesported to MBCC in the first part of the
performance period and as Group B offenses on MTIBRS in the latterclassdied as
misdemeanorsThelittle academic literature that exists on the costs associated with
misdemeanor crimes ontypically addresses thexpenseassociated with criminal justice
systemfinancial inputs rather thartostsassociated with victimzation (Aos et al. 2001Absent
additionalcontextual and outcome information relatedA®DTF policing of misdemeaor child
endangermenbffenses beyond the five labeled higével offensesrenot assigned a monetary
value.

Based on Cohen and Pique @009)low-end estimate of the value of intervening with a high
risk youth, which would amount to $3.184 million in 2017 drd| he estimate felony
endangeredhildreninterventions wergalued at least®5.921million. The Byrne Grant may be
sea as responsiblef $.413million of that sum. When applied to théd@ony-level charges
Cohen and Pihphend estiinate féeRdan@eded children interventio$s.183
million, wouldyield avalue of$25.915million for the performanceeriod. JAG maye seen as
responsible for 811 million of that sum

Because of the variety édictorsaffecting the monetization of this metrtbe JAG supported
value of MIDTF interventions in drug endangered childrenscasstimated to be at Isa
$5.413million andcould beas much as $811 million.

Objective 4. Metric 2

Drugs seized

Drug seizure constitutessupplyreduction strategy typically resulting from interdiction,
investigations, and undercover operations. This domain is measured in quarterly performance
reportst* which indicate drugs seized for the performance period include:

2.5 million grams omarijuana
37,481 grams of methamphetamine
4,851 grams of powder caine

1,507 grams of heroin.

2.529 million grams of marijuana

cC:.

Drugs seized have astemated total wortlof $41.807 million when broken down by gram.

14 Drug seizue amounts arexported in a variety of metrics, including by pound, kilogram, dosage unit, plant, pill, and gram. To streamline

information delivery for analysis, the smallest common denominator, the gram, is used for reporting. This strategyreaa@btesrgporehensive
examination of the total amount of drugs seized by MIDTFS. It suffers from a downfall, however, in that using the smhlsgtgunit, one
that is more expensive than a larger unit such as a kilogram, will inflate the value ofaizegds s
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Marijuanaconstituted the largest sumith the value of that drug estimated to be $37 million;
crack cocaine seizetlasestimated to be wortb87,956, and powdeocaine $553,48 Heroin
wasestimated to be worth $150,747; meth $3.998 million, and hash $14,568. The seizures
together reflect apstimated pegram street value of $41.807 million.

Because the value of drugs seizedassidered tnasfer payment, meaning that resources are
exchanged but not goods or servjdée value of drugs seized is matluded as a financial
benefit in the overall return on investment rafdishan1972).

Obijective 4. Metric 3

Possession arrests

Drug sales impact societyinanegatvemajymeroduci ng Aconsumption ext
strains on medical and mentadalth systems. (Kuziemko and Levitt. 2004; McCollister 2010;

Cohen 1998,2009).n 2017 doll ars, Cohené6s (1998) estim
chronic drug users, inclirth costsincurred by thesriminal justiceandmedicalsystemsin

addition tolost productivity, would range from $735,857 to $1.8 millidhe implication of

numbers such as Cohends i s t hstandtossave asgsifedntul dr u

amount of resources.

There isa considerable amotiof literature however that indicategolicing drug users
engagingn no other types of crimis not cost effective(Benson 2008Kuzeimkoand Levitt
2004; Rasmussen and Benson 1999; Sollars et al).1994

For insights on to what extent arrests for drug possessiommpaygt public safety, this analysis

turns to a discussion about deterrer@eminal justice system activities may prevent crime by

three distinct mechanism@agin 2013)One is incapacitation. Convicted offenders are often
punished with imprisonmentilc apaci t ati on refers to the c¢cri me
physical isolation during the period of their incarceration. Montana Department of Corrections

data shows that 3 percent of detainees sentenced to its supervision for drug possession between
2010and 2014 received a prison sentergee] 77 percent of individuals sentenced to DOC

custody for drug offenses between 2010 and 2014 received a differed or suspended sentence.

Those findings demonstrate thilé criminal justice deterrent of incapacitatisrused

infrequently for individuals convicted of possession.

The second mechanism by which crime is curbed is through specific deterrence, which
encompasses offender behavior after punishrendiscussed by Nagin, identifying the extent

to which puniement produces a criminogenic effect versus one that deters necessitates
longitudinal data on individuals who have experienced punitive sanctions resulting from criminal
behavior and also that reflective of individuals without that experience.

The thirdcrime-avertingmechanism is general deterrenabjch involvesthe threat of
puni shment resulting from commission of a cri

certainty of punishmento is frequently <cited
behavior (Nagin p. 4, 2013brams 201R General deterrercis discussed more at length in
under Objective 4: Metric 5 and also in the i

section of this document.
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Because there is no direct monetary damage incurred to victims related to the transigs of dr
absemviolence, novictim harm value was assigned to possessftanses.

MBCC data indicates that between FY11 and FY13:

U Possession and possession with intent constituted 71 percent of arrests by primary

offense

U Marijuana was the only drug involved in 59 A& cent of arrests

U Prescription arcotics such as Adderall and Vicodiwgere the only drug involved
in 13.4 percent of arrests

U Methamphetamine was involved in 14.1 percent of arrests

0 Two drugtypes, such as marijuana and methamphetamine togethene other
combinationwere associated with 4.11 percent of arrests

In fiscal years 2014 and 2015

U Possession and pession with intent together totaled 29&drcent othe total
number ofoffenses 2,835

U Paraphern# charges constituted the secondst @ mmon offense, at 26.63
percent of all charges

Obijective 4: Metric 4
Fraudulently obtaining dangerous drugs
Fraudulently obtaimg dangerous drugs is a felofsxamples of this offense include using a

fictitious prescription t o oborasitingmultiper maceut i

health care providers in pursuit of narcotied.IBRS shows that between FY14 and FY15, .39
percent of all offenses (1Were for fraudulently obtaining dangerous drugs.

Objective 4 Metric 5

Community education events and local initiatives

The number of MJIDTF community education events and local initiatiagsbe classified as a
demandside output. Examples of carunityi ni t i ati ves include the
program, whictduring the performance period repurpopeaperty seized by MIDTFs from
marijuana cultivation operatig forgrowing food in school gardengrescrigion drug takeback
events discussions with pdic health officials desiged to help familiarize themwith drug
trends; t he PBdlieAcademy eduCatidnal ané drusy wareness prograin,

visits with children in schools to advise them of the dangers associated with unlawful drug use.

Quarterly narratives indicatdat MJDTFs facilitated@18 community education events during
the performance perio8ecause of the variety of differing educational and community events
held, applying a financial benefit to tmsetricis challenging The value of general deterrence
provided by such community educational events stands to be significalbréss (2013)
notes,general deterrence is the reduction in crime that occurs due to the expectation of
punishment. A primary value inherent to MUEs is their work akigh-profile anti-drug
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ambassadord heir presence in schools, at fairs, and with private compseiess as a reminder
to the public of the dangers associated with drug involvement.

Estimating the economic benefit of general deteseewould present even more of an unwieldy
task than the one already underway. Absent a mechanism for calculating the deterrent value of
community events and local initiatives conducted by task forces, the value of efforts in this
domain was estimated balsen the average cost of taking one educational course at a
community education center in Montana. CRG examined the costs associated with taking 10
different types of adult education classes, everything from CPR to auto mechanics and
bookkeeping. The avega value of an hour of time for such an educational program was
compiled from the average cost of eémaur of instruction among 10 adult education courses.

The estimate used here is therefore measured at $9.42 per hour.

It should be said that an MJDTFmmunity appearance can take anywhere from one hour to
roughly 40, as is the case when NWMDTF engages in annual drug awareness outreach at the
Flathead County Fair. Similarlg presentation for the Elks Club or a school class may be

attended by 20 individals, while an MJDTF talk at a community roundtable discussion could be
seen by hundreds. Absent detailed information on the total number of individuals present at such
events, it is estimated that each of the 718 community events facilitated by an MIJ®TF wa
attended for one hour by 20 individuals each. When taking the average cost of attending a one
hour adult education course, $9.42 per hour and multiplying that by the average number of
attendees (20) and then multiplying by the total number of eventtedgor the Byrne Grant,

one may estimate that the economic value of MJDTF community events between FY11 and
FY15 totaled $135,271. With the 34 percent JAG overlay, that benefit is estimated to be $45,992.

Objective 4: Metric 6

Juvenile charges

Recordgprovided by the West Central Montana Drug Task Force indicate that between FY11
and FY14, juvenile cases comprised 17.96 percent of the total number sent for adjudication, or
335 of 1,865. The Missouri River Drug Task Force reported sending six casesrtibejourt

during the performance periodo other juvenile cases were reported by task forces submitting
selfreported data for this analysis.

As with effective interventions in adult drug abuse, juvenile interventapable of deterring
youth fromlong-term drug abuse arabsociated costs)cludinghealth care, lost wages, and the
potential criminakramifications that may resyktand to saveignificantresourcegCohen 1998,
2009) Indeed, the same criminal justice literature applicable to gjeded children
interventionscited under Objective 4: Metric 1 abowey be drawn from wheseeking to value
successful interventions with higlsk youth.To assign a monetary value to task force
interventions associated with juvenile drug consumptiowever,more dediled information
related to task force outcomes is needed

Impact evaluation

To gain perspective on MIDTF impact, it is helpful to compare statewide arrest numbers with
those made by MIDTFs. Overall, comparisons between task force law enforcement-task non
force law enforcement arrests indicate that MIDTFs hdargarproporton of higherquality
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arrests. Of all drug arrests filed bgn-MJDTF law enforcement agencies in Montana between
FY14 and FY15, 5.88percent involved narcotics and paraphernalia possession; 1 percent were
for possession with intent, ar2.percent were for distribution. MJIDTF data, meanwhile, shows

that89.75percent ofall MIDTF drugchargediled were for narcotics or paraphernalia

possession during that time. Task force possession anestherefore6.13percent lower than
the state @erage. Among MJDTF¢gl.54percent of narcoticelated arrests were for possession
with intent, reflecting3.54 percentage points more than the overall statewide avéragle force
distribution arrests totaled 4pkrcent of those filechlso demonstratgha higher sum than the

statewide averagemong norDTF law enforcement agencies

Another strategy for evaluating MIJDTF impact comes from contrastiagall offenseratesin
MJDTF counties with those in nélJDTF countiesOffenserates are comprised all crime
reports andliffer from arrest rates, which only represent instances in which an alleged offender

is taken into custodyVh e n

p. Xiii).

Counte s

As evicenced in the chart belown first look one may see thsltIDTF counties together ka a

i nterpreting

cri me

dthattbeycan i t 0 s
be shaped byeporing inconsistenciegMBCC 2015).Otherfactors impadhg offense rates
includesocioeconmics and population densit§Sollars et al. 1994). Treatmentadlability and

A e v e n coht@bdtefudtherto drugusetrends. Qffice of National Drug Control Polic2014

referred inthe charbelofvareocompbsédobthose reflecting no task
force activity on MTIBRSn FY14 and FY15As Montana is home to multiple drug task forces,
there are just more than a handful of counties that show no taslatiragy in FY14 and FY15.
Non-DTF counties examined for this analysislude Golden Valley, Musselshell, Pondera,
Stillwater, Sweet Grass, Toole, and Wheatland.

highercrime rate a higher Group B offense rate, and a higher property offenstnaat@on

DTF countiesNotably, however, the crimes against society arrest rate, which includes drug
crimes, isslightly lowerin task force counties than the noAMJDTF counties, as is the crimes
against persons offense ra#eich findings indicate that there were a slightly higher number of
A vin nondTFccountiesgnsluming offensesassociated with drug
use, unlawful wagering, and agon violatios. Similarly, the personsrime rate which will be

reportsofsoc al | e d

addressed in more detail belomas slightly highem communities without an MJDTF.

DTF

Crime rate | Person offense Property Society Group B
overalt rate offense rate | offens rate | offense
county rate
offenses (pet
1,000)
Average DTF | 50.39366337 7.826336634 | 20.6560396 | 4.395733783 17.21124
Average non | 39.72142857 8.164857143 | 17.28685714 4.714285714 8.906286

For insights on how MJDTF operations afferime rates and therefocemmunities within their

jurisdictions, this analysis turns to Lake County. In FY15, NWMDTF gained two new
investigator s,
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Department. There appears to be an immediate and signifiggact on arrests resulting from
the new hires, as indicated by the chart below.

FY14 | FY15 Task force involved cas@s Lake County grew by
MJDTE| MIJDTE 422 percenbetween FY14 and FY1bor context,
Jurisdiction | Arrests| Arrests it 06s hel pf ulovetalbnurkberofdrug h at
Lake County | 9 47 charges filed in Likee County totaled 193 in FY14 and
L ake Sheriffd 2 >7 FY15. Of those 56 were made by a task forée
Office . To gain perspective on to what extent if any the
Polson Police 5 20 additional Lake County JAG staff affected drug use in
Department Lake County, this report turns to the Youth Risk
Ronan Police 2 0 Behavior SurveyYRBS), SAMSdata reflective of
Department admissions to statiicensed treatment facilitiegind
St. Ignatius | 0 0 crime rates(For more information on the presentation
Police of YRBS and SAMSdata here, please see the
Department Appendix at the end of this documerithe YRBS

whichis an anonymous survey biigh school
students in Montana coties everywo years abouirug useand other behavioral health trends
may be seen as a barometer for drug availabAisydiscussed in the Appendix, however, YRBS
reports of drug use may be shaped by a fear of disclosure of unlawful activity. Readers should
keepthat caveat in mind when interpreting the dat@BS data indicate thafttar the addition of
the new task force staff in FY1lb,a k e C oepanteédyadijgana use rates among high saho
youth remained stahblas didthose reflective of heroinse. Cocaie consumptiomeportsfell in
FY15 from FY13, and reported meth use was up.

While SAMS datadoes not present the same validity
challenges as crime rates and the YRBS, they may
Lake County YRBS be interpreted to mean different things. For example,
a rise in admission® treatment facilities may result
from a decline in drug availability, one that prompts
addicts to seek helweaning themselves from
narcotics An increasing SAMS rate may also be

e a a indicative of a growing community drug problem.
In Lake County, the SAMSatedeclined in FY15 to
FY11 FY13 FY15 3.53, from 4.28 the year pridfhe dight increase
4 does not suggeany significant shifts in Lake
e Meth Cotal Countydrug use trends FY15,

MJ ==@==Heroin
A primary rationale cited for supplside drug

15 Both WCMDTF and NWMDTF include Lake County in their jurisdictions. Suant narratives submitted in

advance of annual funding cycles indicate that WCMDTF budgeted $5,000 for overtime in Lake County in FY11
and FY15. For this analysis, MIDTF arrests mad reported on MTIBRS as task force related are classified as
resulting from NWMDTF operations. It is possible, however, that WCMDTF provided support for arrests attributed
to NWMDTF.
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interventions holds that an investment in drug thitgion will yield decreasig property crime
and drug useA competing argument holds that thepply sidedrug policingincreases
competition among drug sellers, thereby causing an increase in viakscmalict arisesover
control ofdrug markets.Goldstein 1985; Benson et al. 2Q0There is also a body of literature
that holds drug policingpy curbing the supply of narcoticdrives up the price of drugs and
therebyleads to an increase ipropertyoffenses.

As indicated in the charts and grajhsstrating Lake County arrest and offense rates belois, t
analysis founaho evidenceo demonstrate that the additional FTEs decreasadirugcrime in
Lake CountyNor is there any indication thabnrdrugcrime increase significantlyas aresult

of the new MJDTF staffingThe crime against society arrest ratiel increasehowever Lake

Co u n tcnm@ssagainst saety offenserate consistently rosroughaut the performance
period, withFY15 markinga high of 20.43 offenses per 1,00€ople

Lake County Offense
Rates

Lake County Arrest
Rates

FY1l FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15

Crimes against person arrest rate per

[E\7ALIL FY12 EILS FY14 FY15 1,000 by county

Person offense rate Property offense rate Crimes against property arrest rate per

Society offense rate===Group B offense rate 1,000 by county

Crimes against society arrest rate by

Lake | Person| Property| Society| Group COUNTRSIREERES

County offense| offense | offense| B e Group B arrest rate per 1,000 by county

Offense| rate rate rate offense

rates rate Lake | Person Property| Society | Group

FY1l 1497 |31.83 |6.21 [12.52 County| arrest | arrest | arrest | B

FY12 |14.65 |39.24 7.67 27.65 Arrest | rate rate rate arrest

FY13 15.53 | 30.01 10.87 | 29.48 rates rate

FY14 |16.76 | 36.86 12.38 | 24.41 FY1l |0.90 |0.97 0.59 6.52

FY15 |15.94 | 39.98 20.43 | 28.73 FY12 (199 [0.72 1.38 19.50
FY13 |[2.98 |1.85 2.33 20.70
FY14 | 3.6 1.23 1.51 16.80
FY15 |2.64 |1.58 3.19 20.78
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Another jurisdictional shift occurred at the end=f13, whenJudith Basin and Choteau
counties left TATFA review of YRBS and SAMS datén addition to an examination ofime
rates, suggested thaudith Basin saw no signiat behavioral health indator shiftsor those
involving crime trendsafter its departur&om the task forceTATF Commander CJ Reichelt
says that there was not a significant amount of task force activity iith Bakin pior to its
departureChoteau County, howevdradhandfulof TATF investigations annually prior to
leaving the task forcat the end of fiscal year 2013

To evaluate to whaextent if any Choteau leaving

Choteau YRBS the task force may hawmpactedunlawful
activity and drug use, this analysis turnghat

C 0 u nkehladimal health and crime indicators.
As indicated in the graph to the lg@thoteau after
leavingTATF, experiencec reported decline in
teenage drug use in all bothe YRBS category,

marijuana consumption.dcaineuse and that of
unlawful pharmaceutals, and meth all dropped
FY11 FY13 FY15 from a 5in2013 to a 1 ir?015. Heroin
consumption went from a 5in 2013 to a 3 in
_ 2013.Choteau Countyds SAMS r a
MJ  ==e=Heroin was .51 in FY15, dowfrom a high of 1.2 in
FY12.

RX Meth Cocaine

Another case study may be found in Valley CouAfyer theBig Muddy River Task Force
shuttered in 2013, idissolution leftSheridan, ValleyRoosevelt, Richlandind Daiels outside
of anyofficial JAG task forcgurisdiction Interviews for this analysis indicate that Richland
County gained-BI coveaageafter Big Muddy was dissolvedoit is not useds a control group
Notably, too,Roosevelt and Sheridan counties, in addition to the City of Scobey in Daniels
County, unofficially gained norJAG tak force coverage in August 2014, whéey were
included in the jurisdiction of an informal ndaderally funded task force called Fdbirections.
(Four Directiongpartner agencies officially sign an MOU in January 26%6).

Absent the counties itemized@ve as suitableontrol groupsthis analysis turn® Valley
County. Before examining Valley County indicatarsmore detailhowever it is important to
note that despite beirafficially unaffiliated with any task force in FY14,Valley County
continued reporting task force activitiy fact, during the period Valley County was not
officially affiliated with any task force, itsrimes againstociety arrest ratecreased.

A newTATF officer was hird to servevalley Countyin FY15. With the new officer, Valley
Countyreported an 1.6 percent increase in arrestiom 43to48val | ey Countyds | o\
arrests during the performance period came in FY13, when it was still part of BMRDaF

yearl8 arrests for crimes against sociesre reported in MTIBRSThat number climbed

through FY15, with a high of 48 arrests for the performance period.

16 Interview with Four Directions Commander Brian Kuntz
17 Conversatiomwith Valley County Undersheriff Luke Strommen, TATF Commander CJ Reichelt.
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Valley County Arrest Valley County
Rates Offense Rates

Fy11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15

Person offense rate

FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14  FY15 Property offense rate

Person Property Society Society offense rate

Researchers have found an inverse relationship between drug enforcement and property offenses.
(Benson and Rasmussen 1992; Sollars et al. 1984é)assertioaccompanying such ftingsis
thatincreasing investmesitin policing drug crimesncurs opportunity costs other domains. In

other wordsthat school of thought holds thabre resources devoted to narcotics enforcement
takesaway from other prioritiesuchproperty and tffic offenses(Benson et al. 1992; Sollars

1994).

To what extent that phenomenon could occur in Valley CoanY 15is debatable, as the new
JAG-funded FTE presumably did not take away from existing resouksafiustrated in the

graphs above howewegroperty and society arrest rates do form a pattern reflective of an inverse
relationship in FY13 and, to a smaller extent,in FYAglith e gr aph titl ed AVal |l ¢
Rat es 0 ab oproperty cnindeiarceaiateaued in FY12 and FY I#fore dropping off

in FY14. Crimes against society arrests, meanwtekeched their lowest point FY13, as

BMRDTF was dissolvingin FY14, he comparabljow property arrest rate coupled with a
increasingsociety arrestate could indicate that, witawaning task force emphasis on drug
cimeassoci ated wit h , Bv&sbforéedaw enfboegment foausecmore

resources on crimes against society, @ resultcrimes against property arrests decreased.

Il tds not abl e & fospoopertyarianées,dechmddn RY 84, ircidents af reported

property crime, as evidenced inthegrapht | ed A Vall egt €Esand.yfdeOh dEensi
patternssuggest that even if there was a decreasing emphasis on property crimes in FY14, there
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was not a corresponding increase in offenasdias been tracked in other communities where
tradeoffs in policing priorities were documented. (Benson et al. 1992; Sollars 1994).

Propertycrime arrestslid increase slightly after Valley County hired timwv FTE, from 4.31 in
FY14 to 5.19 in FY15, but the uptick is not sufficient to draw a conclusion that the increased
staffing triggered a spike in other offenses. Similarly, growgsrBstsemained stable in that
two-yearperiod, hovering at between 88mes per 1,000 FY13 to 43 in FY15The Group B
offenserate, meanwhile, dropped from 38 crime per 1,000 inhabitants to 29 in FY15.

Also relevant to this discussion is t¥alley County
SAMS rate. The SAMS rate in Valley County
Va”ey County YRBS reached a peak of 3i7 2013, when crimes against
society arrests were lowest, and declined to 1.83 in
FY14. In FY15, it increased to 2.9& a county with
a population of 7,700 people, it is debatable to what
extent such incremental changes in the SAMS
admission rate is rifctive ofchanges imdrug
consumption.

As to YRBS indicators he survey indicateghatall
drug use metrics among teenagers in Valley County
increasedetween FY13 and FY15

FY11 FY13 FY15

RX Meth Cocaine

MJ e=@== Heroin

Monetizing outcomes

The outcomef a program activity is what happemwhen the activity ceas€Rhodes2007).
Quantifiable outcomes include the number of MIDTF casesptext for prosecution, court
verdicts and sentencing mandat®ghile data inconsistencies challenged quantification of
outputs, this step of the cds¢neit analysis posed even greatgrcertainties.

State adjudication

Information provided by MJDTFs for this analySisidicates that Z00 cases were referred by

JAG task forces for adjudicatiofforts to compile specific MIJDTF outcome information

included a request focase and disposition data fraask forcesThat information, when

provided, serveds a reference point for requesting froounty posecutors whether a defendant

was found guilty, for exampley @ charges were droppeth responset€ RG6s i nf or mat i c
request, ounty attorneys provided everything from a stackdividual judicial orders relvant

18 The number of cases referred for adjudication for BMRDTF and NWMDTF was imputed based on the overall ratio-tf-aassssfor
adjudication compiled from the other five JABpported task force$hat procedure was conducted due to the absence -oépetted

information from NWMDTF and BMRDTF. The arrestadjudication ratio used to calculate the number of cases referred to prosecutors by
BMRDTF and NWMDTF showethat forevery 100 arresteported to MTIBRS and MBCC among the five other task forces, just more than
102cases were referred for adjudicatidie high number of arrests compared to those sent for adjudicatiattrifaged to underreporting
during the transitn to MTIBRS
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to specific cases to hanwritten reporting provided via scannkedjal pad paper. What CRG
produced from this line of inquiry v8aa handfliof snapshots of task force outcomes.

Prosecutors within the EMDTF jurisdiction were especially responsive to requests for
information. In Custer County, for instance, adjudication information received by CRG showed
that of 66 individuals chargedthrdug t he Cust er County District
percent) were found guilty on one or more counts. Of 47 charges filed against the 29 individuals,
10 charges producethaverage sentenéength of4.8 years; 11 offenses produsgpended
sentencesand 26 produced a sentence of on average five years of supervision.

Because of the sporadic nature of the documentation probdedk forces andounty
attorneysthis analysis instead refersadjudication data from the Montana Office of the @ou
Administrator (OCA)as a basis for estimating the number of MJ@&Bes forwarded by task
forcesthat woull have resulted ia judicial order OCA dataindicates thatl5 percent of
misdemeanor and felony drug charfjesd statewiden district courtsbetween FY11 and FY15
were dismissed)f theestimated 22 casesMIDTFreferred to adjudicatioim state district
courtsduring the performance periathen,it is estimaté that roughly 55 percent moved
forward to a judicial resolution.

This estimatdails to account for the specialized training received by task force investigators in
addition to the unique prosecutorial partnerships facilitated by task forces operations. In the
abseceof reliable data talemonstratéhata higher adjudication and caction rateresults from
JAG operationgn Montana, however, statewide estimates were called lugan

MJDTF selfreports indicated that at least 1,231 cases were forwarded to municipal court.
Another 113 cases were sediported by task forces as bgireferred to federal coutgsk force
selfreportsindicatean estimated 446€ases were referred to youth court; 428 of the youth court
cases resulted from WCMDTF operatidfis.

Drawing on the Vehfhotuptampldteddrcalculatiigstatesosirt i c e 6 s
expensesan estimate of the timgpent adjudicating state and federakiminal casewas made.
Forfurther guidanceO C A dsntana District Court Judicial Needs Modaeds conalted. That
model foundhe average crimindiling in 2015took 140 minutes to process, including time
investment from judges and judicial officehs.2010, that number was 141 minutes.

Case weights such as those articulated in the Judicial Needs Modeal bésic template for
calculatingthe costs associated wildjudicating task force casé¥eaders should keep in mind,
however, that the variation tme and resources it takes to try one defendant can vary widely.
So the calculations provided here should be understood as broad estBeatasse of the wide
variation in costs incurred by unique chmal cases, OCA does not endonsethodology used to
estimate the court costs presented hdeanwhile the significant portion of cases sent to youth
and municipal courtspromptedhose expeses to be examined separately from state district
proceedings for adults. The 113 cases reported by task {@rdgsercenof all cases sent to
prosecutorsfor federal court adjudication, however, are costed based on state estimates.

19 Absent disposition data for FY15, the number of cases to specific courts for adjudication was calculated based on @ pemgifgegrom
the average number of cases between FY11 and FY14.
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The hourly costsfdabor for staffing criminal cases involving task force defendenssate

courts was derived from Montana Department of Administragadary recordsTo measure
staffing levels, CRG looked istrict Court Councilwhichsets policy ad procedures fatate
courts and has directed thhstrict court proceedingarestaffed by one court reporter, a judicial
assistant, and a law clerik addition to the presiding judg@ontana Judicial BrancR008)For

a standingnastera threequarter time judiciahssistant or law cleris recommended

It was estimatethased on state employee pay records through the Montana Department of
Administrationthat afull complement of cort staff, including gudge,a judicial assistant, a

court reporter, and a laglerk cost between $157.87 hourly including a fringe rate of 37 percent

in fiscal year 11 to $169.77 in fiscal year 15. Taking that anchmultiplying it by the Judicial

Needs Model 6s finding that it t oogkn2®R0duthg hour s
the performance periogelded an esmatethat3,022state court proceedings involviaglult

MJDTF defendantsonsumed $626,746 judicial resources. When applying the JAG funding

overlay of34 percent, theost is estimated to b@$3,092

Referrals tacity courts were unusual with the exception of WCMDTF, which indicatselin
reporteddata provided to CR@&at more than half of the cases it sent for adjudicdteiween
FY11 and FY14963 of the 1,738were referred to Missoula Muni@pCourt (Adjudication
records were not availableem WCMDTFfor FY15, so an estimate of the number of cases was
madebased on the percentage of thtm@varded to municipal couduring the previous four
yeas. That calculation showeld232 total casdsetween FY11 and FY15 sent to Missoula
Municipal Court The sizable proportion of casesaméd to the city cougrompted an
examination of processing costs there.

Conversationsvith municipal court staffincluding Missoula Municipal Court Administat
Tina Reinicke and Judge Kathleen Jemkf®rmed costing of misdena@or adjudication
expenses for WCMDTF and also for th2 cases to city court reported by MRDTIFhose
conversations indicaikhe amount of time it takes adjudcate a city courtasecan vary from
betweenl5 minutes for a defendaehtering a pleayhich, Missoula court staff estimated was
applicable to roughlg9 percent of theases processelliring the performance periptb more
than eight hours, as is the case with a jury.tfi@hks estimated thatpercent of casdlhrough
her court result in a jury trial

Estimates provided by city court staff informed costing of city court costs in Missoula, which is
estimated to beoughly$17,600annually prior to expenses associatedhwitissed court
appearance® With the JAG overlay, municipal aurt costs were estimated to be $5,985.62.

A discussion of the costs associated with adjudicating a juvenile cases is also most applicable to
WCMDTF, whichreferred335cases to juvenile coubetween FY11 and FY14, comprisit§

20This number was calculated based ofrsghorts from WCMDTF that show an averageamfghly 240cases through the Missoula Municipal

Court annuallyAbsent data from FY15, the number of cases to city court was estimated (269) based on the average number of cases referred as
portion of the ttal number of cases opened during the prior four years. Estimates of city court cost®takeount the time of one court clerk

to process cases and also that of a full complement of court staff, two clerks and ttiijurdgeourt proceedings. Houtlabor costs provided

for Missoula Municipal Court staff are based on state court employee hourly spiasieied through the Montana Department of

Administrationand include a 37 percent fringe rate.

61



percent of all referrals for adjudication from WCMDT&€ecording to Youth Court data from
OCA, approximately 20 percent of juvenile cases annually are handled formally, meaning there
is no court proceedinip most case

Based on the Judicial Needs Model, which found jthagnile case filings took&minutes of
court time toadjudicatan 2015 costs associated with processing such cases were estimated
broadly at half of that for adult offendeisit is estimatedhat20 percent of citations to youth
court are handled formallyhe total number of cases referred for adjudication to youth court
through the performance period is estimated to have consulbegb®of court resources. Wth
the JAG overlay,youth cout proceedings were estimated to$5£559

Based on those calculations, CRG estimates the costsasdawvith adjudicating MJDTF cases
at $60,691for the performance perio@he JAG portiorof that totalst224,635

Because court operations are statleey operate Monday through Friday during regular work

hours regardless of caseload, adjudication costs related to MIDTF investigatianisirckided

in the overall MIDTF cogbenefit ratio A decline in MJDTF cases would not provide cost

savings to theublic, but rather lowetaseloadandspeedtaseprocessing timegConversation

with OCA administrator BetiMicLaughlin;Vera2013. Rather than as a direct economic cost

resulting fromMJDTF operationghereforetask force effects on court operati@tould be
concepualized as an opportunity resourtieother words, if fewer MIDTF &#nses were

adjudicated, thereotild be more court time for presiding over civil disput&Bhis type of

taxpayer benefit will not typically result in a financsvings; it instead provides the means to

benefit the public by lowering caseloads and hasteningmrasessingtimeso ( Vep® 2013

Offender supervision

Challenges estimating the total number of MJDTF cases resulting in a punigimorapted an
exanination of Montana Office of the Court Administrator (OCA) data. OCA outcome
informationis helpful in that ithas the capacity to aggregéte number of cases resulting in
supervision mandates of the total numbiedrug cases filed statewide duringiaem period of
time. Of the total number of drug charges filed statewdtween FY11 and FY16CA data
indicates thatoughly 41 percent result in the immediate imposition of a sentence, rather than
one that was deferredismissed, yielded a nguilty verdict,or wassuspended.

Based on OCA data, CRG estimathdt 41 percent of all casesrs by MIDTFs for state and
federal adjudication, dt,239,yielded an immediate punishment involving supervision.
Supervision for this analysis inclusleommunityplacementprerelease centers, prison, or an
alternative, such as drug treatment.

To better understand the costs involved in supervising those 1,239 offenders, CRG turned to
Montanaspecific data compiled by the Council of State Governments (CSG)n¢Gual.,

2016). CSGoO6s analysis shows that of al/l ori gi
resulted in prison, 66 percent probation, and 28 percent alternatives to supervision. This

breakdown of admission patterns is used to estimate brimadhye performance period

placement of MJDTF drug offenders and associated costs.
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Within thecriminal justce system, the marginal cost may be defined as the amount of change in
an a g etalope@tsg costs resulting from an increase or a dedrease unit of output.
(Henrichson and Galgano 2018 this case, an individual sentenced to custody or community
supervision constitutes one unit of output. CRG obtained from the Montana Department of
Corrections (DOC) marginal costs associated withrceration for this analysis.

The Montana State Prison (MSP) houses all4sigturity risk inmates, such as those requiring
placement in locked housing and detainees with serious medical needs and mental health issues.
It also detains medium and lemgk offenders. The marginal costrgay of housing an

individual at MSP throughout the performance period ranged between $26.89 and $30.37 per
day.

Costs at Montana Womenés Prison run roughly $
information available for this analysis, however, utthg the gender of MJDTF targets,

prompted CRG to use MSP marginal costs. A review of Council of State Governments findings
related to sentencing outcomes in 2012 prompted an estimate for this analysis that 6 percent of
offenders entering the correctiosigstem were sentenced to MSP, 66 percent were sentenced to
probation, and 28 percent for alternatives, such as drug treatment.

When applied the calculations itemized above to the broad assumption that 6 percent of all cases
resulting in a prison sentenkssl to an estimate that costs involved with prison sentences was
estimated to be $775,452 total. This sum includes the cost of oversight for each of the MIDTF
1,239 offenders for a ongear period respectively, excluding juvenile and city court cases self
reported by task forces. With the JAG funding overlay, the estimated costs of incarcerating
MJDTF offenders between FY11 and FY15 was $263,654.

Three cautionary notes come with the presentation of offender oversight expenses iteraized he
The first isthat the estimated costs presented deraot include those associated with probation
and parole violations. According to tB®C 2017 Biennial RepgrMontana had a 43 percent

return rate in 2013. The return rate defined
or return to an adult community correctional facility or prison in Montana for any reason within
three years of release fromanyrc&@ct i onal facility.o (2017 p. 4.

that there is insufficient data available to identify sentence duration for individual MIJDTF
offenders. The absence of offender oversight information prompted a decision to base estimates
off of supervision, including incarceration, alternative placements, and parole and probation, for
a oneyear period. The third cautionary note is that this analysis did not include an examination
of sanctions through juvenile and city courts. The thiaalimitations combined indicatinat

offender ovenght costs presented hegenstitute an underestimate.

While costing supervision expenses for adult felony offenders constituted an inexact exercise,
punitive outcomes for juvenile and misdemeanor cases &wen tougher to quantify. Data from
MTIBRS indicates that in FY14 and FY 15, after drug charges, Group B offenses garnered the
largest percentage of total MIDTF citations, 26.17 percent. Group B offenses are typically
classified as misdemeanors, peradizinder Montana law by a maximum of gr@ar in jail. The
supervision estimates itemized above do not include costs associated with county jail stays
related to misdemeanor cases, nor do they take into account oversight resulting from juvenile
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citations.

The costs and benefits associated with MIDTF juvenile citations warrants additional scrutiny, as
do those associated with misdemeanor crimes. The myriad uncertainties of costing outcomes
prompts a recommendation that they be studied in future exammmation

DOC financial specialists noted in communicat
incarceration alternatives, including those utilized for drug treatment and community placements,
are operated on a contracted basis through outside entities. fEhtnstafore pays a daily bed
rate, so from the taxpayersd perspective,
of offender supervisiorKeeping that in mind, CRG compiled average costs for alternatives to
incarceration at Connections Cartiens, Passages, the Missoula Assessment and Sanction
Center, and contracted prerelease and transitional living programs, in addition to those associated
with probation jail sanctions, the START program, the Nexus and Elkhorn meth treatment
facilities, ard the Watch Progranthe average cost of one bed day at those facilities during the
five-year performance period ranged between $83.73 and $94.23. The estimated total expenses
therefore of offender supervision at those facilities for the 28 percent offémeler population
sentenced to an alternative placement was estimated to be $11,248,719. The JAG portion of that
expense is $3,824,565.

mar

DOC had no estimate for the marginal costs associated with community supervision expenses.
The average cost of comumity oversight between 2012 and 2014, $4.89, was instead used to
estimate that the daily expenses associated with probation and parole. That service cost was
calculated to be $1.46 million for the performance period, of which JAG may be considered
responible for $496,233.

As detailed in the chart below, the total oversight expenses for the performance period were
estimated to be $13.484 million. With the JAG funding overlay, it was estimated that supervision
expenses related to the Byrne Grant weughly $4.584 million.

Total estimated MIJDTF

oversight osts annually

FY DOC Probation/Parolq Alternatives Total

2011 $148,722| $297,540 $2,161,383 $2,607,646
2012 $138,128 $268,054 $2,005,564 $2,411,746
2013 $191,149 $359,820 $2,773,005 $3,323,975
2014 $132,520 $241,973 $1,920,641 $2,295,134
2015 $164,932 $292,121 $2,388,126 $2,845,180
Total $775,452| $1,459,509 $11,248,719 $13,483,680
With JAG $263,654| $496,233 $3,824,565 $4,584,451
overlay

Putting it all togetherNet costs and benefits

This examination found based on academic literature, interviews, and a review of MJDTF
reports, that the three most valued aspects of MIDTF work are communication, general
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deterrence, and intervening with drug endangered chilévlien calculating the castind

benefits associated with MIJDTF woHowever it became clear that there was a vital ingredient
missing from the equatiothe \alue of deterrencé&eneral deterrence constitutes a primary

MJDTF directive As discussed by Horowitz and Zedlewstowever,i t i s At he | east
mo n et i 20@6pp: 5358). (

Similarly, the value inherent to the increased communication and coordination associated with
task force partnerships constitutes a primary benefit of MIDTF operations. Yet, without
streamlinednetrics to gauge the value of this work, such as consistency in reporting required by
the Bureau of Justiceyhich changed its reporting metrics frequently during the performance
period under reviewthe best evidence in this category comes from interwettsMJDTF
commanders and the quality of arrests garnered by the collaborative efforts.

Absentmore advanced costing mechanisms for measuhegalue of generaleterrence and

those capable of consistently trackspecificdeterrencéoutcomes relatetb incarceration and

offender supervisionyeaders should keep in mind that the dmestefit equations presented here

are not complete. They fail to monetize the pubafety value inherent to MJIDTd¥ficers

mingling among locals at the county fdor instancepr to what ex@nt newspaper and

televisionaccounts of JAGtingsdeter wouldbe drug traffickers, or,sadiscussed by Horowitz

and Zedlewskjit he power of police to produce finot onl
al so n(2006.04p.i5%58). 0

Montana researchers do have some insights about citizen perceptions of drug law enforcement.

The Montana Crime Victimization Survey, a surveyL@96randomlyselectegeople

conductedhe spring and summer of 20&6ggest that most Mdanans trust law enforcement.

As indicated in the chartbelow®,4 . 6 percent of respondents said
trusto | aw enforcement .

Despite the MCVS findings high levels of citizen trust in police, the majority of respondents

indicated dugs were a problem in their communities. Sentiments expressed in the MCVS

regarding drug use are echoed by MJDTF commanders. They stated in interviews with CRG that,
despite their best efforts, narcetice | at ed pr obl ems havendét gone a\y

conpared policing drug crime during the Bakken
whil e another commented, AThewamdesYostaketma,c h sup
and six pop up.o
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Perceptions of Drug Crime
Greatly Somewhat Stayed the Somewhat Greatly
Decreased Deaeased Same Increased Increased

How have drug use and distribution
changed in your community over the 1.5% 5.5% 36.1% 38.6% 18.3%
past Syears? (n=1,51%)

Somewhat Somewhat
Trust Distrust
Trust Dlstrust
To what extent do you trust law
i tto deal withd
Entorcement to ceatwith arug 46, 4% 38 2% 10.3% 5. 1%

distribution and substance abuse
problems inyour community? (r=1,575)

|5 the abuse and/or distribution of these drugs a proble m in your community #=

Yes

Prescription Drugs 75. 1%
Methamphetamine 74 6%
Alwhol 71

Marijuana 55.9%

Cocaine 44 5%
Heroin 43 1%
Inhalants 41 1%
Hallucinogens 37.5%

*Mote: The valid responses to this guestion varied foreach substance, ranging from 1,803 to 1,526,

Readers should keep in mind the still unquantified vafugeneral deterrence and problems
guantifying the value of specific deterrence for this analysis when evaluating findings. Almost
every step of this inquiry involved at least some level of uncertainty (Karoly 2b§i@hates
provided here are baden alculatiors, estimates, and assumptions produced by data that is
often inconsistent. The variability of the overall rateaturn presented herepfn 55 cents to®
cents for every dollar invested, reinforces that point.

To better account for reportingconsistencies aneliability challengestour incarnationef
benefitto-costratios are presented hefirst ratiois based on a low estimate of tha&ue of

MJIDTF work policing drug endangeatehildren andloes not take into account victim harm that
may have been averted by MIDTF interventi®imilarly, this estimate of rate of return does
notassume task force interventiaesulted in future crime deterrenes would be the case if a
chronic offender \wre incarcerated’ he secondatio assume$/1JDTF intervention in a property

or persons crimeould have averted costs\tims of the associated crimes. This perspective
calsupon Cohen @009l ovastonate fotlee@aue of endangered child
interventionsThe thirdratiotakes Cohen and i g u e r <@rid stirhate dohthe valud
endangered child interventioaad sums it alongside the assumption that no victim kas
averted by MIDTF arrest§he fourth estimate posits that CohenandiRigr o 6s hi ghest
endangered child interventions is most appropriate, while also assuming that victim harm was
averted in every instance of an MIDTF arrestiesignategbroperty or persons offenses.

In all cases, the value of training to outsédgenciesestimated a$60,491 fo the performance
period andcommunity eventgjauged a$135,271, were takeinto account. Those two
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categoriesogethemwith the JAG overlay was estimated toveerth $66,559n benefits Absent
a methodologically sounstrategy for valuingnisdemeanor endangegithe welfare of children
cases, no harfprevention value was assigned to such offenses

It should be notednce mordhat between fiscal years 14 and 15, there were 25 misdemeanor
cases of endangeririige welfare of children reported on MTIBRS. That total was added to the
number of cases reportedMBCC duringthe first three years of the performampeziod to

arrive at a sum of Zchild endangerment casg@efore the statutory change creating a new
felony drug endangerment categofireeof the 258 cases were carried ofrem FY11-FY13

to use as estimates for highatlue interventions If even one tenth of the children involved in
documentedMJDTF druginvolved children cases were deterred fréwm type of criminal
involvement detadd by Cohen and Piquero (1998, 20@Bg societal savings would total more
than $75 million. Abset reliable outcome data, however, it would be irresponsible tgrass
such benefit ttdIJDTF work in this arena.

As discussed in the outputs section of this document, the more than $43 million in drugs, cash,
and weapons seized during the performance period are not included in the overalcbsnefit
rati o, as they constitute wh aningtbatnmmepisni st s
exchanged but not goods or servides:. this reason, forfeiture is not counted in the benefits
column of the economic analysis.

c al

Regarding the monetization of drug offenseeview of the academic literature falto
produce alirectmonetary benefit for incarcerating individuals for possession or sale of
narcotics. Indeed, there iggeowing body of evidence that suggesigeting andncarcerating
drugusers who engage in no other criminal behaviors beyond narcotic consumpifo
produceunintended consequencékuzeimko and Levitt 200Benson2008 Benson et al.
1992;Sollars1992 That perspective, coupled withe lack of direct monetary damaigeurred
to victims related to the transfer of drugs absent violence, prdraptecision to assign no
victim harmvalue b possession, manufacture, and distribution offenses.

Cost estimates remained fixed in all four ratio presentgtenm the JAG portion of costs and
benefits is (33.708 percent) is

applied to all estimate3he BCA_#1 Tot.al JAG portion
first benefitto-cost ratio No victim harm/ estimate

produces the least value for 'C-ﬁi\;\gend endangered

I\CAJODJFeV\;‘OMeI‘t n gaseg ionq y EoRb (2008 $13,483,680 $4,545,004
smallest value for removing a Incarcerauon/ upervisio

high-risk child aml without costs _

calculating potential harm Total funding $15,916,047| $5,364,999
averted to victims. The result | COStS $29,423,728 $9,918,183
of these assumptions suggests Benefits $16,116,677| $5,432,627
that for every dollar invested i Ratio 0.55 0.55

Montana MJDTFs, 56ents is returned. The calculatiorbssed on MTIBRS data showing 2
task force chargdsetween FY14 anBY15 were for felony child endangeent. If one were to
assume that one higavel child endangerment intervention occurred during every yaheof
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performance periqgdt may beestimate that five suchnterventionsoccurred between FY11 and

FY15. Thatem mul ti plied by Cohen and Piqgquerods (20
from a highrisk environment, $3,184,183 in 2017 currency shows JAG MJDTF operations

during the performance period produced altsbcietal value of $16.117 million

BCA #2 Lowendangered Total estimate | JAG portion
children averted harm
Total incarceration/supervision $13,483,680 $4,545,094

costs

Total funding $15,916,047 $5,364,999
Costs $29,423,728 $9,918,183
Benefits $17,574,509 $5,924,035
Ratio 0.60 0.60

The second benefib-cost ratio shows that eveByrne Grandollar invested in JAG task forces
during the performance period produ&gdcents in returnor a total of $17575million in

societal benefits of which JAG mag keen as responsible fdr.$24 million. This calculation is
based on the assumptidrat task forces avertaxhe instance of victim harm resulting from each
offender they arrestddr a property or persons crime in instances such crimes could be
monetizedBCA number two includs thdow-end estimate from Gen and Piquero (2009)

related to in intervention with@ugendangered childCrimes against persons kgeassigned a
monetary value based on the academic literature detailing expenses incurred to victims resulting
from such eventsThe most frequent task force offense against persons, partner family member
assault was valued $6,3055b as ed on Co h ¢2009estichatePof the tnagm thad s
would be incurred to the victim of a simple assault. The value of interveningatiraization of

that nature was multiplied by the total numbeestimated®FMA offenses from the

performance period, 52, to arrive at a total potential benefit of $27858084 arrests X

$5,305.5) With the JAG overlay, the Byrne Grant may be seeegmonsible foroughly

$93,772 of the benefits of preventing such instances.

Assault with a weapon, the third most frequently cited task force offense wad wadusimilar
manner.This crime was assigned a value oB8&06per incident based on anexage of Aos et

a | (2@09% monetization of harm incurred to victims of aggravated ass6t102j n t oday 6 s
currency, Co h(2009)desigdated dos forahe satne crjifid3,623 in 2017, and

Mc Co | | (204Q) estintate, which today would sum to $9,891 treeaccounts of the costs
incurred to victims of aggravated assault were then applied to the total number of crimes

estimated for the performance peri@@, to produce aalue of $27,763 With theJAG overlay

such interventions would be wor$i79,440(22.743 arrests X $23,205.53 in potential victim

harm averteX 34 percent JAG overlay

Crimes against persons classified as fiother, o
assault a a peace officer (1), and unlawful restraint (5), were valued at $5,88&h, according
toCohen and Pivgluaton for@asimpglezfuld. Fhe calculation yieldssacietal

benefit of $215,469, of which $73,260 could be attributed to theeBgnant(40.6125

estimated arrests X $5,305.5 potential value of harm averted = $215,469.62 X 34 percent JAG
overlay)
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Absent identifiable harm incurred by resisting arrdst second most frequently cited offense
against personsith an estimated 32 ces and criminhendangermentyhich was the fourth
most common persons crime with an estimated 14 casespnetization wasiade for those
offenses. Costs to victims of the crimes itemized above are estimate@X®B8 million

million total. With the JAG funding overlay, the value associated with intervening in crimes
against persons would 851,153

Societal benefits associated with the savings of intervening in one property crime were
calculated in the same mannior instance50 percentor an estimateii46, property offenses
were for theft and shopliftingrhe value of intervening in such crimes vaasigned &enefit
based on Co h2009auwtich expenses fdarceny and theft, $33in 2017
currency, and OMstidatd for thes samerciines, Whil®viould total $546 today
That calculatiorproducel a total potential societhenefit of ¥8,321 Had crimes been averted,
the JAG prograntherefore woulde seen as responsible f@6$629of thatsum

Criminal mischief, which involveshe intentional destruction or tamperiofproperty,was the
secondmost commonly cited offenseonstituting 14 percent afl chargesn FY14 and FY15

Applying that percentage to the performance period, one may estimate that 41 such charges were
filed. The misdemeanor crime was not assigned a monetary value.

At 13 percent, burglary was the third most frequently involved crime against property,gieldin

an estimate 38 offensesthe value of which were assigned through arevieMiofCol | i st er 6 s
(2010 estimate for such a crime, $2,188 in 2017 currencyGaach en an d(20B9) quer o 6 s
work, which estimated victim harm associated with burglary at whatdumei$2,358 today

Those estimatgsroducel a value 052,273 per crime avertethd$86,005in total potential

benefits JAG may be seen as producirZpR42of that valueAn average ofos et al (2001),
McCollister(2010)and Co hen g20@)vietim gostsassaciated withobbery
interventiongproduces a value &10,642 When applied to the 20 MIDTF robbery cases

estimated for the performance perititht sumproduce a value of 16,838 had interventios

or prevention occurred:he JAG portim of that sum would be $72,725ther crimes against

property, included counterfeiting, embezzlement, credit card fraud, unauthorized use of a motor
vehicle, and pickpocketingonstituted 16 percent of crimes against property offeBssgd on

Aoset al . 6s assignment for victfiomheRaompiropert g
offenses wergalued at $942producing a JAG benefit of $14,91he total potential benefit in

MJDTF work policing property crimes yielded a potential valug4#5,028 with the JAG

portion of that benefi$144,509

The third ratiodepicted belowi ncl udes Co h e n -eadremdanBered chiddrem 6 s hi g |

estimate, $5,183,03@a nd t he assumption that MJDTF6s intel
showsan 89-cent returrfor every dollar investethrough the Byrne Grant
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BCA #3 Benefits high

endangered children/ no harm

averted Total estimate JAG portion

Total incarceration/supervision

costs $13,483,679.81 $4,545,094
Total funding $15,916,046.64 $5,364,999
Costs $29,423,727.93 $9,918,183
Benefits $26,110,952.0( $8,801,508
Ratio 0.89 0.89

The fourth estimatdepicted in the chart beloi based on the assumption that MJDTFs
intervened in victimization and thereby saved the costs associated with such events. It also
i ncl udes Coh €2009&ighdst é3timgte fer the alsie of removing an endangered
child. The calculations show #&h every dollainvested in JAG MJDTFs yieldsi®ents in return.

BCA #4 High endangered Total estimate | JAG portion
children/Harm averted

Total incarceration/supervisio $13,483,680 $4,545,094
costs

Total funding $15,916,047 $5,364,999
Costs $29,423,728 $9,918,183
Benefits $27,568,784 $9,292,916

0.94 0.94

Recommendations

1.) Employ acontingent valuationsurvey

Also called a willingness to pay (WTP) modéletcontingent valuatioappoachasks
citizens in survey$o placedollar value on preventingpecific types otrime Such a
surveyin Montanawould ask how much peopleould be willing to pay for a reduction
in crime or how much they would have to be congag¢ed for an increase in crin{¥ era
2014, Karoly 2008; Cohe2001). This gpproach attempts twapture the cost of crime to
society as a wholand as suchcould prove useful in quantifying the yeetbe valued
commodity of deterrence.

2.) Implement consistent performance metrics
Changes in BOJ data collection were frequent throughoyttettiermance period.
Quarterly performance reports ceased collecting the number of arrests filed by task forces
in FY14,for instanceSimilar alterations occurred metrics reflectinghe numbenf
individuals trained, training hours completaddindividuals charged with a felony
versughose cited for misdemeanors. Absent consistent reporting metrics, there are few
reliable ways to track JAG outputs, let alone to monetize outcomes.
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3.) Implement a tracking system that may be utilized to identify offenderspecific
adjudication and incarceration information
Lacking JAG specific adjudication and incarceration information, this analysis relies on
statewide data for monetizing JAG outcomes. In light o0 MI DTFO6s over al |l hi
of arrest rates when compared to ftask force law enforcement agencies, the reliance
on statewide averages to calculate adjudication and incarceration outcomes does a
disservice to MJDTFs.

4.) Record the number of cass sent for federal prosecution
Interviews with MIDTF commanders suggest that some of their highlkest operations
result in federal adjudication. As such, those performance metrics should be recorded and
preserved for ongoing analysiSuchcollaborative efforts constitute a central focus of the
MJDTF mission. As such, measures should be taken to collect data reflective of task
force successes working with partners across jurisdictional lines

5.) Streamline reporting metrics used to document MDTF work with endangered
children
Interventions in endangered children cases constitute among the most valuable MIDTF
outputs. As such, task force efforts in this arenaulshioe consistently documented and
recorded.

6.) Compile and analyze data relatedda MJDTF juvenile citations and associated
outcomes
An analysis of juvenile drug interventions should odougain a better understanding of
effects resulting fronthis specific policing strategy and the associated costs and benefits.



Appendix

Average cost of arrest calculation

Identifying accurate salary and bengdackage earningsr task force officers during the
performance periodascomplicated by the fact that task forces reported varying amounts of
hard funding to MBCCThe Mssouri River Drug Task FordRDTF), for instance, reported
roughly 55 percent of its total labor costs to MBCC during certain years of the performance
period? Such reporting created the appearance of drastically lower earnings for task force
employees.

Seeking to account for reporting gaps, all available documentation, includiygastb

narratives, sugrant histories, and requests of task forces for information on hard funding not
reported to MBCC, wasvaluated. An hourly pay rate including fringas calculated for each
task force for each of the five fiscal years under reviefwwe-year average salary was applied
uniformly across the performance pertodoetter account for the appearance of fluctuations in
pay rate createdytinconsistenteporting

For examplesub-grant narratives submitted to MBGQ@r the Missouri River Drug Task Force

(MRDTF) indicatedthe hourly pay rate in fiscal years-18 ranged from $28.26 in FY13 to

$44.20 in FY15. In FY11, meanwhile, sgbant narratives indated the hourly rate summed to

only $17.05. Because neither MRDTFG6s admini st
underreporting of hard funding in FY11, the seemingly low rate was averaged into the other

years in the performance period to arrive at a-ji@ar average hourly pay rate including fringe

of $33.21. That rate was used uniformly applied across the performance period as a basis for
estimating the total expenses associated with making one arrest and sending one case for
adjudication. This methodasg utilized when calculating costs for all six task forces.

The total amount of funding available fablorwas first calculated based on the amount spent by

each task force otontracted services and persontied two reporting categories used to

account for such expendituregor examplethe Tri-AgencyTaskForcein FY11 reported to

MBCC a total 0f$212,000for contracted services and nothing was ated for personnelhe

costs associated with one administrative stafédary($30,000) vassubtrated to yield the sum

of $182,500 available for task fortaav enforcement abor . That amount was d
estimatechourly rateincluding fringeof $28.7 based orthesub-grant narrativesliscussed in the

preceding paragrapto produce an estimate of labor hours available for law enforcement. This
calculation for TATF in FY 11 yielded an estimated 6,3%8ilablelabor hourdor law
enforcement($182,500/$28.7 = 6,359).

Operational costs were addedhe hourly expensesssociated with one unit of labtor produce

what Wayson (1989) c @Adaisusiag TATFasandxauchpler tikedasku r c e u
force in FY11 rported$53,600 in operational costs and travel expenses through the JAG

program, including local matcAllowing for expenses associated with administrative costs

entailed noting that administrative salary costs consumed 14.2 percent of the budget allocated to
TATF JAG program | abor in FY11. Therefore, 14
costs and avel expenses or $7,568.42 were allocated to the administrative assistant. The

remaining operation and travel costs of $46,031.68 were applied to TATF law enforcement.
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The remaining TATF operational and travel expenses was divided by the total nudaver of

enforcement hours to produce an hourly cost estimate for law enforcement travel and operational
expenses of $7.24. ($46,031.68/6,359 = $7.24). To account for the role that the administrative
support position plays in contributing to cost objectives,tth e mp|l oyeeds sal ary a
costs was then added to the | aw enforcement o
perhouf . Ot her revenue, which t otF¥llsubdgraft55, 249. 97
narrative, was computed in an identifzsshion and tallied alongside the hourly loaded labor

unit. ($55,249.97/ 6,359 = $8.@&r houy.

The sum of expenses then was totatedreate doadedresource unit, which reflects an estimate
of the total costs associated with one hour of task fooré.

For each task force, the estimated number of training hours performed, which was estimated to
be 20 hours per FTE identified in JAG reporting, was subtracted from the total amount of labor
hours available prior to calculating the cost per aapdtcosts per adjudication. Similarly, the
amount of time dedicated to facilitating commuratyents was subtracted from the total amount

of labor hours available to arrive at an estimate of the time remaining for investigations and
arrests. Time investméeim community events was informed by interviews with MJDTF
commanders, who detailed the average hours and staffing levels required to facilitate a
community event. The number of community events held by each task force was compiled by a
review ofquartery performance narratives

The number of arrests were then divided by the remaining labor hours to make an estimate of the
total number of hours invested in making one arrest. The peonedure was used to calculate
the number ohoursinvested in sending a case for adjudication.

For each task force, the overall proportion of JAG funding for the performance period, ranging
from 25 percent to 50 percent of all documented funding, was then applied to find the number of
arrests and the mbers cases sent for adjudicatsupported byhe Byrne Grant.

Montana Youth Risk Behavior Survey

The Montana Youth Risk Behavior Survey (YRBS is administered by the Montana Office of

Public InstructionOPI) every two years to students in grades 7 through 12siivey, which is
conducted in approximately 50 schools in @danbered yearsnonitors self-disclosed drug use.

For this analysishe February 2011, February 2013, and February 2015 YRBS surveys were

usal to measure the frequency of marijuana, cocaine, heroin, methamphetamine, and

phar maceuti cal us e wi. YRBS datarora ORI repoitsdhe degueny e s c r i
of selfreported drug use based on percentages. For instance, 83.1 percdigyoCdianty high

school students in 20X&ported that they had never taken a pharmaceutical drug without a
prescription, while 4.8 percent of those surveyed repaid@ty so40 or more times.

To simplify information deliveryand to better compare druge among teenagers in
communities evaluated heit@RGcreated a fivgpoint scalaepresentative of answers provided
by students to the YRBS. Five is representative
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While the YRBS offers a series of questions about drug use, this report evaluatgsefivefty

drugs and one survggompt:i Dur i ng your | ife, how many ti mes
guesti on) ? ocre@edecale, the nudl@n® reflects either no reported drug use

among the majority of respondents or minimal drug use. A five sow@anwhilejs indicative of

larger proportion of responssgggeshg more frequent use of unlawful narcoticEomparison

to the other counties evaluated

When evaluating YRBS data, readers should keep in mind, that survey respondents may have a
tendency to underreport illegal behaviors. (YRBS 2011)

Substance Abuse Management (SAMS) informationystem

The Substance Abuse Management (SAMS) information system thifoaidghontana
Department of Public Health and Human Services Addictive and Mental Health Disorders
Division itemizes the number of annual drug treatment admissipesunty. CRG translated
SAMS admissiomumbers into an overall drug treatment admissiompat 1,000 by county.
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